PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Redevelopment Agency of Provo
Regular Meeting Agenda

5:30 PM, Tuesday, May 17, 2016
§ Room 200, Municipal Council Chambers
ovo, uth 351 West Center
Decorum

The Council requests that citizens help maintain the decorum of the meeting by turning off
electronic devices, being respectful to the Council and others, and refraining from applauding
during the proceedings of the meeting.

Opening Ceremony
Roll Call
Invocation and Pledge
Approval of Minutes

o April 19, 2016 Council Meeting MInutes
o April 26, 2016 Council Meeting Minutes

Presentations, Proclamations and Awards
1. A presentation by Kena Jo Mathews regarding Habitat for Humanity

2. Presentation for Employee of the Month of March, 2016 - Rylee Snelson, Parks and Recreation
Department

3. Presentation for Employee of the Month of April, 2016 - Suelen Whetten, Police

Public Comment

Fifteen minutes have been set aside for any person to express ideas, concerns, comments, or issues that
are not on the agenda:

Please state your name and city of residence into the microphone.

Please limit your comments to two minutes.

State Law prohibits the Council from acting on items that do not appear on the agenda.

Mayor's Items and Reports



4. A resolution tentatively adopting a proposed budget for Provo City Corporation for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 2016 and ending June 30, 2017. (16-054)

5. A public hearing on a resolution approving the 2016-2017 Annual Action Plan, an update to the
2015-19 five-year Consolidated Plan, for submittal to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. (16-033)

Redevelopment Agency of Provo

6. A resolution tentatively adopting a proposed budget for the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City
Corporation in the amount of $4,292,168 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 and ending June
30, 2017. (16-055)

7. A resolution of the Governing Board of the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City Corporation
approving the signature of a Collateral Assignment of the Parking Lease to Key Bank, a Collateral
Assignment of the Joint Development Agreement, and an accompanying Estoppel Certificate. (16-
063)

8. A resolution of the Governing Board of the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City Corporation
consenting to the Collateral Assignment of Tax Increment Financing documents and authorizing
the Chief Administrative Officer to sign the accompanying Estoppel Certificate. (16-066)

Storm Water Special Service District

9. A resolution tentatively adopting a proposed budget for the Provo City Storm Water Special
Service District in the amount of $4,196,475 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 and ending
June 30, 2017. (16-056)

Council Items and Reports

10 An ordinance amending Provo City Code Section 2.50.130 (Executive Director of the Municipal
Council — Assignment of Duties) to clarify language regarding the duties of the Executive Director
of the Municipal Council. (16-046)

11 An ordinance amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule with regard to Community Development
fees. (15-118)

If you have a comment regarding items on the agenda, please email or write to Council
Members. Their contact information is listed on the Provo website at:
http://provo.org/government/city-council/meet-the-council

Adjournment

Materials and Agenda: http://publicdocuments.provo.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
Council Blog: http://provocitycouncil.blogspot.com/




The next scheduled Regular Council Meeting will be held on 06/07/2016 at 5:30 PM in the Council Chambers, 351
West Center Street, Provo, unless otherwise noticed. The Work Session meeting start times is to be determined and
will be noticed at least 24 hours prior to the meeting time, but typically begins between 1:00 and 4:00pm.

Notice of Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including
auxiliary communicative aides and services) during this meeting are invited to notify the Provo Council Office at
351 W. Center, Provo, Utah 84601, phone: (801) 852-6120 or email ljorgensen@provo.utah.gov at least three
working days prior to the meeting. The meeting room in Provo City Center is fully accessible via the south parking
garage access to the elevator. The Council Meeting is also broadcast live Provo Channel 17 at
https://www.youtube.com/user/ProvoChannel17. For access to past Work and Council Meetings, go to playlists on

https://www.youtube.com/user/ProvoChannel17.

Notice of Compliance with Public Noticing Regulations

This meeting was noticed in compliance with Utah Code 52-4-202 and Provo City Code 14.02.010. Agendas and
minutes are accessible through the Provo City website at council.provo.gov. Council Meeting agendas are available
through the Utah Public Meeting Notice website at pmn.utah.gov. Email subscriptions to the Utah Public Meeting
Notice are available through their website.

Notice of Telephonic Communications

One or more Council members may participate by telephone or Internet communication in this meeting. Telephone
or Internet communications will be amplified as needed so all Council members and others attending the meeting
will be able to hear the person(s) participating electronically as well as those participating in person. The meeting
will be conducted using the same procedures applicable to regular Municipal Council meetings.

Network for public access is “Provo Guest”, password “provoguest”.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Redevelopment Agency of Provo

‘ Regular Meeting Minutes

5:30 PM, Tuesday, April 19, 2016
§ Room 200, Municipal Council Chambers
TOvo, uT" 351 West Center

Opening Ceremony
Roll Call

THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT:

Council Member Kim Santiago Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren
Council Member Gary Winterton Council Member David Sewell

Council Member David Harding Council Member David Knecht
Council Member George Stewart Mayor John R. Curtis

CAO Wayne Parker Deputy City Attorney Brian Jones
Conducting: Council Chair Kim Santiago

Invocation and Pledge

Invocation: Spencer Gardner, Boy Scout Troop 192
Flag Ceremony and Pledge: Boy Scout Troop 192

Neighborhood Spotlight

Deon Turley, Grandview South Neighborhood Chair, gave a brief presentation about her
neighborhood. The Grandview South neighborhood was almost entirely residential with a
diversity of housing, including single family and townhomes with only a few businesses located
along 820 North. She said the name “Grandview” might come from the magnificent view of the
mountains to the north and east, the lake to the west, and Provo City to the south. The
neighborhood was made up of friendly neighbors that made this area the best “grand view.”

Approval of Minutes — March 15, 2016
Motion: Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren moved to approve the March
15, 2016 Council Meeting Minutes. The motion was seconded by

Council Member David Sewell.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Provo City Municipal Council Meeting Minutes — April 19, 2016 — Draft Page 1 0f 23
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Presentations, Proclamations and Awards
1.  Provology Graduation

Karen Ellingson, intern in the Mayor’s Office, introduced the following graduates from the
second Provology class offered through the city.

Aubrey Hanks Maxwell (Alan) Miller
Bonnie Beth Whitaker Melanie Woods
Christine Hale Patricio Hernandez
Deon Turley Seth Metcalf

Elena Miller Tom Judd

James D. LeCheminant Volha Liudvikouskaya

Jennifer Stock

Students were given the opportunity to visit and learn about each department in the city. It
helped students gain a better understanding of city government and how each of the departments
work together to make our city great.

2. A presentation of a memorial statue in honor of Merril Bingham to Lynda Bingham

Dan Johnson, representing the Metropolitan Water District of Provo, presented. He stated that
Merril Bingham, who had recently passed away, had contributed more than anyone he knew to
the Water Department of Provo. A statue depicting a fly fisherman (one of Mr. Bingham’s
hobbies) releasing his catch, with the inscription “Til We Meet Again” was presented to Mr.
Bingham’s wife Lynda and their children Jared, Richard, Rebecca, and Austin.

Bart Simons, Public Works Division Director — Water, presented a Life Service Award plaque to
Ms. Bingham from the Utah Water Users Association (UWUA). At the recent UWUA
conference, Mr. Bingham was honored for his service on many local, state, and national boards.
He was also recognized for his many national awards including induction into the Water Industry
Hall of Fame in 2012.

Ms. Bingham thanked those present and stated that Mr. Bingham loved his association with
Provo City and his co-workers and he loved going to work each day.

Public Comment

Ben Markham, Provo, expressed concern about the use of city email lists. He supported using
email lists to share information about city related civic activities and had received many
legitimate emails during the past month. However, he received three emails that he felt did not
meet the intended purpose of the email lists, one of them concerning an item on the agenda that
night. He wanted to remind the city about the importance of safeguarding the information given
by citizens and to make sure that information was used only for legitimate purposes. He was
going to look into how his email was given out and whether or not it was legal.
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Melanie McCoard, Provo, stated her husband worked for Merril Bingham and would say that
people did not know the debt they owed that man. Mr. Bingham had ensured that Provo had
clean water for generations. She said that Mr. Bingham had been the perfect public servant.

Quin Peterson, Provo, stated that as a precinct chair he had been bombarded with emails on
many county and state issues. One of the issues was BRT so he visited with state and local
officials about the topic. As an owner of property in Provo and a business on the corner of
Center Street and University Avenue he was overwhelmingly in support of BRT and looked
forward to the changes that would take place to the public transit and foot traffic in the
community.

Robert Milliner, Provo, stated he was a small business owner of a solar company. He
encouraged the council to change the net metering program and allow homeowners that put
power back on the grid to be paid for that power. He was going to start a referendum to place
this issue on the next ballot. Citizens should be paid for the power they put back on the grid at
the same rate that citizens pay for power they receive from Provo City.

Colin Mosquito, Provo, stated he was a student at BYU and was interested in local politics. He
encouraged all students to get involved in their local politics.

There were no more public comments.
Council Items and Reports

3.  Resolution 2016-11 appointing an individual to the board of the Metropolitan Water
District of Provo. (16-044)

Mayor Curtis requested that Richard Brimhall be appointed to the Metropolitan Water District
Board. Mr. Brimhall had worked for the Provo City Water Department for 33 years and was a
perfect fit for the board.
Motion: Council Member Gary Winterton moved to approve Resolution 2016-
11 appointing Mr. Brimhall to the Metropolitan Water District Board.

The motion was seconded by Council Member George Stewart.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Mayor's Items and Reports

4. A resolution appointing an Executive Director for the Municipal Council of the City
of Provo, Utah. (16-047)

Chair Santiago noted that Item No. 4 would be moved to later in the meeting to allow time for
Mr. Strachen’s wife to be present.
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5.  Aresolution approving a Lease Agreement pertaining to various Provo City streets
and an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement pertaining to the Provo-Orem
Transportation Improvement Project. (15-110)

88

89  Steve Meyer, Chief Development Officer with UTA, thanked Provo for their efforts on these
90 agreements and the spirit of cooperation shared with Provo City staff. The cooperation made a
91  better project and set a new standard with Provo, Orem, and UTA working together.

92

93  Grey Turner, Senior Program Manager — Engineering & Project Development with UTA, gave
94  an overview of the BRT project which included the following (copy of presentation attached to
95  permanent minutes):

96
97 * 10.5 miles from Provo FrontRunner station to the Orem FrontRunner station
98 * 18 stops along the route
99 *  51% dedicated lanes
100 * 1.5 miles of roadway widening
101 e 2 bridge replacements
102 * Pedestrian friendly crossings
103 * Bike lanes and trail improvements
104

105  Mr. Turner emphasized the total budget for the BRT project would be $150 million with $75
106  million from grants, $65 million from a Utah County bond, and a $10 million local match

107  through lease agreements. The Utah County bond would be paid back by UTA after 12 years
108  with funding from the quarter-cent gas tax.

109

110  In addition to the BRT project, UDOT would be working on a road widening and bridge

111 replacement project along University Parkway at a cost of $40 million. The UDOT project had
112 been put on hold until the BRT construction began so they could combine the projects meaning
113 less inconvenience for the citizens.

114

115  Janelle Ericson, UTA Project Manager, reviewed some of the design issues with the council.
116  Dedicated bus lanes would be built down the center lanes along 50% of the route. Rail like
117  amenities would be provided at bus stops. Bus frequency would increase in order to build

118  ridership and a more user friendly system. Ms. Ericson showed examples of stations that would
119  be built along the route (presentation attached to permanent minutes). Two bus lanes would be
120 built down the center of University Avenue with landscaping and parking pockets along the

121  route. Bus lanes would also run down the middle of 700 East with parking strips on the sides.
122 On 900 East the buses would travel in non-dedicated auto lanes. A frontage road would be

123 added in front of homes on 900 East in order to allow residents to back out of their driveways
124 without backing onto 900 East. University Parkway in the Provo area would include center bus
125  lanes, a park strip in the center, and park strips along the sides of the road. UDOT would also be
126  adding two drive lanes in this area and replacing the Provo River Bridge, which had met the end
127  ofits useful life.

128
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Ms. Ericson reviewed the milestone schedule which included final design to be completed in
early spring 2016, construction to begin in the summer of 2016, construction completed summer
of 2018 with testing to follow. The BRT should be fully operating in early spring 2018.

Wayne Parker, CAO, gave a brief history of the project (presentation attached to permanent
minutes). The proposed resolution would authorize the mayor to execute two agreements, a
lease agreement and an interlocal agreement. Listed below are highlights of both agreements.

Lease Agreement

* 50 year lease of city property and right of way for the project

* Two additions to project baseline
— 900 East frontage road from Birch to Fir
— Pedestrian safety improvements on 700 North and near MTC

* Three priority enhancement projects
— Landscaped median on 900 East
— Pedestrian lighting on 700 North
— Street improvements on 900 North for BYU transit stations/center

The lease agreement also established what would happen if UTA stopped operating in Provo,
waived development fees, set up the maintenance responsibilities between the city and UTA,
determined signal coordination with UDOT, and also included standard language required by the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA).

Interlocal Agreement

* Established governance and management of the overall project
— UTA portion
— UDOT portion

* Created an Executive Committee
— Provo City Mayor
— Orem City Manager
— Utah County Commission Chair
— MAG Executive Director
— UDOT Region Director
— UTA General Manager

* Defined Executive Committee Roles
— Controls project budget
— Reviews and approves change orders
— Approves station design standards
— Approves release of contingency and funding of priority enhancements identified

in lease agreements

* (Created a Management Committee

— Technical experts from Provo, Orem, UDOT, and UTA

Mr. Parker explained that this was a big step forward for future UTA partners. With this

interlocal agreement, the BRT project became our project, not just UTA’s. The executive
committee would control the project budget, approve change orders, and approve design

Provo City Municipal Council Meeting Minutes — April 19, 2016 — Draft Page 5 0f 23
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standards. A majority vote of the six members would be required in order to take action. Mr.
Parker stated that these agreements demonstrated the level of commitment that UTA and UDOT
were making to meet the needs of the citizens.

Mr. Parker said that the project would move forward with or without the agreements. Without
the agreements the following changes would be made to the project:

* No dedicated lanes in 700 North

» Station locations on the side; require more private property acquisitions
*  Would need to move dedicated lanes to Orem

*  Would reduce the local match and require project cuts

*  Would slow the “rapid” part of BRT

Provo would lose:
* Negotiated improvements (900 East, 700 North, University Parkway)
* Our seat at the table
* Make the project less viable and more expensive per rider mile

Mr. Parker asked the council to approve the lease and interlocal agreements.

Brian Jones, Deputy City Attorney, reviewed several minor changes that had been made to the
agreements. Several council members expressed concern that they had just received the final
contract that night and would like time to review the changes and address concerns.

Chair Santiago said she had several questions about the document including the use of the phrase
“substantially in compliance with the design sheet...” in Paragraph 6(a) of the lease agreement.
Mr. Jones replied that was it was common phrase used in many construction contracts. The
diagram showed what the project looked like but there might be minor changes such as a tree
needing to be moved a few feet or a property line not exactly as shown on the diagram. Chair
Santiago preferred to remove the word “substantially.” Since there were additional amendments
she was seeing for the first time that night, she wanted to continue this item to the next meeting.

Chair Santiago appreciated the interest shown in this issue and that the citizens were engaged.
Since they might not be able to hear from everyone she asked that those speaking in favor of the
resolution and those speaking against the resolution each select one to three people to speak
during public comment. Each side would have 15 minutes.

The council took a brief recess at 7:02 p.m. to allow each side to select their speakers.

Chair Santiago called the meeting back to order at 7:17 p.m.

Mr. Stewart felt that anyone that came to speak should be allowed to speak and made the
following motion:

Motion: Council Member George Stewart made a motion to allow two minutes
for anyone that wanted to speak during the public comment. The

Provo City Municipal Council Meeting Minutes — April 19, 2016 — Draft Page 6 0f 23
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motion was seconded by Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren. Mr.
Sewell requested a small amendment allowing two minutes but
strongly encouraging one minute. Mr. Stewart was fine with the
amendment. Mr. Van Buren said his second still stood.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht, Santiago,
Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Chair Santiago opened public comment for anyone that wanted to speak and noted that each
speaker would have up to two minutes.

Sherrie Hall-Everett, Provo, speaking as a member of the UTA Board of Trustees, reported that
their legal council had agreed to strike the word “substantial” from the contract. Speaking as a
former council member she understood the magnitude of the decision they were making. The
project would not be stopped if they did not sign these agreements. By signing the agreements it
allowed Provo to have a say in the project and a seat at the table. She stated a resolution signed
by the Utah County Republican delegation was passed the night before. Many people did not
understand what was in the resolution and many issues in the resolution were patently false.

Gove Allen, Provo, said that UTA had overestimated the potential ridership on Route 830
between Provo and Orem with an estimate of 17,000 riders per day. Three months ago three
citizens rode the bus all day and reported a total of 939 riders that day. To qualify for bus rapid
transport money the project should be located in a corridor that was at or over capacity within the
next five years. This corridor did not qualify.

Philip Hinckley, Provo, estimated that 397 trees would be removed, bus lanes down the middle
of streets would be empty most of the time, and parking would be taken out which would hurt
the downtown businesses. He rode the 830 bus for 12 hours and his ridership estimate was 3.5
riders per trip on a 200 passenger bus. This project would ruin Provo. UTA should be using 32
passenger buses instead.

Kathy Racine, west Provo, stated this was the largest expenditure that Provo had ever proposed.
People should have the opportunity to vote on this. She said that iProvo was approved without a
vote and lost $3,214,677 which constituted a $5.30 monthly charge to her bill. When this project
goes bankrupt what will it cost the citizens?

Dick Breem, resident of Provo north of BYU, stated he was a UTA rider every day. Although he
liked UTA he felt the project was premature and burdensome. He read from the UTA executive
summary which stated that the mass transit system would be needed in the year 2040. H said we
had 24 years to address the problem. He also felt the 50 year lease was too long.

Steven Davis, Provo, spoke in favor of the city council accepting the interlocal agreement. We
live in an expanding economy, not contracting. There were growing university communities at
BYU and UVU. We need to get people to where they need to go and especially to encourage
more shopping in Provo. One of the best ways is with public transportation. We need to reduce
our reliance on automobiles to reduce pollution. BRT was coming. We can participate and have

Provo City Municipal Council Meeting Minutes — April 19, 2016 — Draft Page 7 0f 23
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a voice in the system and enter the 21 century. Every great city had a wonderful public
transportation system.

Louisa Specivida, Provo, stated her parents were from Brazil. About 30 years ago a forward
thinking mayor in Curichiba, Brazil developed an alternative to the subway system similar to bus
rapid transfer because it was cheaper to build. Several engineering students go to the city to
study that world class system. She said that Provo City was not as large as Curichiba but we
needed BRT whether it was premature or not.

Curtis Winters, Provo, had only been following this for the past year but did not understand why
Provo and the council were powerless to stop this from happening. He felt this was driven by
people that wanted to make Provo a larger metropolis. If it was put to a public vote BRT would
be struck down. Are there guarantees that regular vehicle traffic would not be slowed by the
project? How can we expect buses to be full here when they are nearly empty in Draper and
West Valley City? The BRT project would only benefit a tiny percentage of the population.

Rachel Benson, Grandview area, stated the main issue before the council was whether or not to
sign a 50-year lease agreement for one mile of Provo City streets. She did not want Provo to
give up control of that to UTA. We should not tie up future citizens of Provo for 50 years. Also,
only one crossing on 700 North that pedestrians could control was not enough. They would not
walk all the way down to 200 East to cross 700 North.

Brigham Daniels, Provo, agreed the major issue was the 50 year lease agreement. Whether BRT
was good or bad, the council had already voted on it. He favored signing the agreements so that
we could get a seat at the table. He wanted his neighbors on 900 East to be represented by the
city. He suggested a citizen committee be formed to give input to the decision makers. UTA
should live up to any promises they had made and Provo City should live up to their good faith
agreements with UTA.

Megan Curtis, north Provo, felt she was an informed citizen but, even though this had been in the
making for so long, she knew so little about the project. She asked why this project did not go
for a vote. The citizens were given the opportunity to vote on the school bond issue. It was such
a big change to Provo aesthetically and would cause congestion because of all the construction.

Jordan Tanner, Provo, stated that, although significant input for the project had been made from
several areas, the voice of the people had not been heard. This project would change the
character of Provo. The people of Provo voted for municipal power in 1939. They have also
voted for many other referendums that affected the city of Provo such as the Academy Square
Library and the recreation center. He could not imagine spending large amounts of federal, state,
and local funds without voting on it. If this issue could not be taken to the people he encouraged
the council to vote no.

Randy Farland, Provo, said the executive committee was stacked and did away with the elected

officials. He had been to several meetings and the majority of people were against BRT. This
needed to go to a vote of the people.
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Roger Andrews, Republican Precinct 41 representative, stated that a great majority of his caucus
group opposed this issue. There was already a bus route that went from UVU to the Provo
FrontRunner station. If there was a problem with ridership or timing they could just add buses.
He believed the citizens of Provo and Utah County had been disenfranchised on this issue. It
was the vote of two county commissioners that moved this item forward. He felt this project
would be overwhelmingly defeated if it was put to a vote.

Scott Shay, Provo, attended BYU for eight years and commuted on his bike for six of those years
because of parking problems. He rode the bus every day for one year. Adding BRT would
improve the service. BYU had 30,000 students and 1,000 arrive by bus each day. He was a
current student at the University of Utah studying traffic safety. He stated that 47% of the U of
U students arrive by public transportation because the system was in place. The current 830
bus route was not efficient. If we had BRT it would take vehicles off the roads and help control
traffic and parking south of campus. Signing the agreements would allow Provo a seat at the
table. If we don’t sign it would force UTA to spend money to acquire the property and they
would reduce other amenities that the city had negotiated.

James Robertson, Provo, stated that planning for the future made sense but thinking it would be
like Salt Lake City in 30 years was probably incorrect. In terms of size, Provo will never be a
big metropolis. We need to control the growth of Provo. He also questioned why they needed
center lanes and what alternatives had been discussed.

Melanie McCoard, Provo, did not know if BRT would be a success or not and she had been
watching the project ever since UTA proposed it. There were a couple of things that she did
know. Provo needed to reduce the number of cars on the roads. The acceptance of the current
situation was not acceptable. The air was being poisoned and our children were getting sick.
Also, in Utah we do not change things until we put money where our mouth was. We had a
window of opportunity to do something. We need to support mass transit even if it was not
perfect.

Tosh Metzer, lifelong resident of Provo, felt this was a smart move. Our city was only going to
grow so we needed to sign the agreement because it was important for our city.

David Egay, Provo, said that Provo was going to be a part of this project no matter what. It
sounded like the only power Provo would have was in the lease. The lease would protect the city
and citizens so it needed to be looked at very carefully. The 50 year length of the lease seemed
long. He asked about including a stipulation that after 15 years the length of the lease could be
reviewed if anything had changed.

Kathy Heinmarsh, Provo, understood we needed a bus system but the current buses are not full.
It won’t take all the cars off the road because it would be too expensive to use public
transportation and there were no feeder lines into the residential areas. She would have to walk a
mile to access the bus so she would rather just get in her car. It would be cheaper for larger
families to take cars than to ride the bus. If you missed the bus you would have to wait an hour
for another one. She also expressed concern about the 50 year lease. She also heard that every
five years they replace and destroy the old buses.
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A woman (name not given) stated that Provo was its own unique city — you could not compare
Provo to other cities. She understood that 47% of students take public transportation to the U,
primarily because trax ran every five minutes. We have to consider the population density, not
only now but in the future, and Provo would not be that dense. She said none of the changes on
700 North would be needed if the city just enforced the state traffic laws that exist about
stopping for pedestrians. She said that BY U students would be the least likely to use public
transportation.

Pam Jones, Provo, said she tried to use mass transit to go to the Salt Palace and had a hard time
trying to figure a route with all the transfers. She called customer service and talked to an
employee for 16 minutes and, between all the transfers and walking, she could get to her location
in the morning but could not get home at night. She also expressed concern about the 50 year
lease saying that the system would be outdated because technology would get better during that
time.

Troy Dietrich, Republican Party Precinct 15 Vice-Chair, was asked by his constituents to look
into the issue because there had been some negative reactions. He was initially opposed but, as
he gained more information, he now had mixed emotions. He expressed concern about UTA’s
“if they build it they will ride it” mentality. They were running a lot of empty buses. He asked
the city to do everything they could to hold UTA accountable for all the things they had
promised to do.

Paul Evans, Provo, encouraged the council to take due diligence, move forward, approve the
contracts, and get BRT going. We were acting out of our hope and dreams for the future. No
project is ever perfect but we need to put infrastructure in so we can manage future growth.

Bill Graft, Joaquin Neighborhood Chair, said the cheapest, cleanest, easiest, and safest way to
move people was for them to walk. The Joaquin neighborhood had more pedestrians than the
rest of the city combined. The original design for BRT had safety islands all along 700 North for
pedestrians. Those safety islands had been removed. He requested they delay the vote until the
safety islands could be replaced.

Tim Torkleson, Provo, stated he no longer owned a car. Eventually Provo needed to rely on
UTA but people seemed leery.

Mary Dietrich, Provo, stated a lot of people rely on mass transportation. She said the state gave
UTA passes to families with foster children and expected them to use public transportation. In
many cases the families were not able to provide transportation for the children. She asked if
there was a way to get smaller buses.

Diane Christensen, Provo, said that trust had to be earned. She did not know what would happen
with UTA if we signed the 50 year lease or if we did not sign it. She remembered a stake holders
group that worked with UTA on a route and when the route was not what UTA wanted the
stakeholders input was ignored. She was also concerned about the 50 year lease. The
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transportation may change with new technology and would the city be able to recover from the
impact of this project. She was against signing the 50 year lease.

Brian Watson, a county delegate from precinct 28, looked through UTA’s financial statements
and, at first glance, they did not look impressive. They have a Triple A bond rating but they lost
$150 million during the past year. About $55 million of their $324 million revenue came from a
non-government source. Only $1 of their $6 ridership fare came from ridership. He asked if
there was anything they could do to reverse the decision and put it to a vote. If not, he asked
them to publish why and at what point in time it was the point of no return.

Ben Frei, Maeser neighborhood, had seen three schools go down because the number of kids in
the neighborhood was diminishing. He was concerned about the businesses disappearing in
downtown. He felt that if BRT went through as planned we could lose the businesses on
University Avenue. He felt it was cheaper to drive rather than use the bus. The council was in a
hard spot. He felt there should be a stipulation to review the lease agreement on a regular basis,
such as every seven years. In the future he could see people in cars that drove themselves
instead of mass transit which would be obsolete.

Ruth Winterton, Provo, stated that no matter which side people were leaning, they could all agree
that we needed cleaner air, safer streets, and less congestion. We want to look towards moving
greater populations and fostering business in the future. She saw, through BRT, solutions to the
concerns. There was a lot of opposition but they did not give solutions.

Cindy Richards, Provo, said the only reason to look to the past was to learn from it. She sat on
the council for 12 years and noted this project had morphed over the years. It had gone through
several different routes and funding options. BYU had closed campus to UTA and offered free
transit to students through “The Ride.” She said our demographic could not be compared to the
University of Utah because BYU students were required to live within two miles of the campus.
Provo had a culture of family and large family sizes. If she had to do it over again she would
have put iProvo to the electorate.

Bill Lee, Utah County Commissioner, lived in Provo for years. He stated an email went out that
questioned the $190 million cost for the project. He said the total project cost was $190 million
as shown in a presentation earlier in the meeting. He also questioned an attack on the
Republican Party’s resolution. If the information had been out there for a long time then most
people should have a grasp of what it was. The resolution actually stated that large
transportation projects ended up exceeding the cost projections. That was a statement that was
generally true throughout the United States. He said the city should be wary of the governance
model. It was troubling to him that, as one of the partners listed in the agreement, he just found
out about it today. His attorney’s did not know about the agreement either. He said the
executive committee had four members that were not elected. He advised the council to be
careful about tying both documents together. He wanted to let the people vote for this. More
people had been coming out as they had been getting information.

Frank Anderson, Provo, organized the BRT petition last summer and obtained 12,000 signatures
with 2,931 from Provo and another 800 that did not get turned in on time. A 50 year lease was
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442  binding on all successors so future representatives could do nothing about it. He said that every
443  time UTA had received federal grant money their operating losses had gotten bigger. They

444  would continue to lose money so how were they going to pay it back in 12 years. Most transit
445  projects were just expanding on current projects. If these agreements were not signed we would
446  not be affecting any current riders. Also, not voting for this lease would stop the BRT project.
447

448  Roxanne Hatfield, Grandview area, loved seeing the library and recreation center. She was

449  concerned about BRT. She would like to have all the information put on the internet so she
450  could study it. She was glad the council was not going to approve the agreements that night so
451  they could have time to review the changes that were made. She asked them to pay close

452  attention to the words “may” and “possible.” She also wanted to make sure that the agreements
453  would protect women, children, and riders when walking across the street to the center stations.
454

455  Ms. Shumway, Provo, just want to say “more trees.” In 50 years she would not be around but
456  others would be. She knew the pollution on east Center Street was unbearable but we need to
457  think about the Provo we would be leaving our children and grandchildren. We need more

458  parks, trees, and more opportunities to walk but we did not need more buses.

459

460  Chair Santiago closed the public comment. She noted that this meeting could be viewed on Provo
461  Channel 17 and the documents would be available on the publicdocuments.provo.org website.
462

463  Council discussion was held and several questions were asked about the project. Listed below
464  are responses to concerns that were raised and answered by Mr. Turner:

465 * As part of the project the power poles along 700 North would be moved but not buried.
466 The cost for moving the poles was part of the $150 million project budget.

467 * Part of the agreement with Utah County was that operations and maintenance would be
468 covered for the first 12 years and then UTA, as part of the payback, would pay those

469 costs.

470 * UTA tried to stay on top of new technology, including communications with traffic

471 signals to get buses on schedule if they were behind. They were currently updating the
472 Wi-Fi system they put into light rail. As technology changed they would make changes
473 to the transit system. He noted that buses last for a minimum of 12 years or 500,000

474 miles.

475 * He was not sure if there were more or less accidents with trax. Unfortunately, accidents
476 happen and when they involved trax they usually made the news. The safety of the

477 general public was the top priority. The Provo City Engineer had been involved with the
478 project from the beginning. The project included refuge areas in the stations, several
479 signal crossings in high pedestrian areas, wider sidewalks on 900 East, and bike paths
480 down University Avenue. They had added a lot of things to make routes safer. The goal
481 was to get people out of their cars and into the buses.

482 * The county had been involved in the agreement and executive committee discussions.
483 The county engineer had been involved since day one. Commissioner Ellertson had been
484 part of the executive committee and helped draft the agreements. How the contracts get
485 distributed to the other county officials was up to their representative.

486 * In addressing concerns about building the system now when it wasn’t needed until 2040
487 Mr. Turner reported that the Utah County organization, Mountainland Association of
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Governments (MAG), oversaw the planning of the transportation system within the entire
county. Through their transportation models they have identified this system as one of
the top priorities that needed to happen and assigned a design year of 2040. Every
infrastructure project had a design year and projects need to be built before they reached
the design year. This would be the optimum time to build this project and the Federal
Transit Administration has agreed and awarded us the funds to build it.

* Chad Eccles, MAG Chair, explained that projects in the county were planned with a 2040
horizon year. The projects were phased in with some built during the first ten years,
others during the next 10 years, and the remainder during the final five years. This
project was slated to be built within the first ten years so that it would be viable and
functioning. MAG made an investment in the commuter rail system in Utah County and
this project would maximize that investment.

e Mr. Turner stated the agreement to reimburse bond expenses after 12 years was an
agreement with Utah County and would not affect Provo City taxpayers.

* Inresponse to a question about safety islands removed from the center of 700 North, Ms.
Ericson stated there were never safety islands proposed. There was a 24 inch wide
double back curb that would go down the center of the road so cars could not turn across
the bus lanes. There would be a median area where the station was located. Rumble
strips would be located on the outside of the bus lanes to delineate the bus lane from the
regular vehicle lane.

* The 50-year lease was language required by the FTA and referenced the life of the road.
The FTA agreement stated that a railroad or highway structure had a minimum useful life
of 50 years and most other buildings or facilities had a minimum useful life of 40 years.
Mr. Jones pointed out that, for FTA purposes, any roadway was considered a highway.

* Per the lease agreement, if the BRT route was changed the leased land would revert back
to the City of Provo.

* The buses would yield to pedestrians crossing 700 North in a marked crosswalk, not just
at 400 East where the pedestrian activated signal would be located.

* The executive committee referenced in the interlocal agreement would have six members
- the mayor of Provo, the city manager of Orem, a member of the Utah County
Commission, a representative from MAG, the UDOT Region Director, and the UTA
CAO. Mr. Parker pointed out that Orem City elected to have their city manager (an
appointed position) sit on the committee instead of their mayor (an elected position).

Chair Santiago invited Mr. Lee to address the county’s involvement. He said he was aware
of two meetings held to iron out the differences between Provo, Orem, and UTA. He walked
in on one of them and asked to be included in the second meeting. He was not aware if any
other meetings had been held. He noted there were commission decorum rules where one
commissioner was not allowed to speak for the county or the other commissioners. If, as he
remembered hearing, a commissioner had been making decisions on creating a governance
board, that would be out of decorum. He reiterated that he had seen the agreement for the
first time that day. He took it to the county attorney who stated he had not seen it either.

The interlocal agreement with the county would need to be placed on their agenda.
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Mr. Parker explained that the county was not a signatory on the proposed interlocal
agreement. The county already had a comprehensive interlocal agreement with UTA and did
not feel they needed to be a signatory on this one.

Chair Santiago said she had several questions and concerns she needed answered about the
lease agreement and, with the additional changes added to the contract that day, she felt it
would take more due diligence on her part before she could vote on this.

In response to a question from Mr. Stewart, Mr. Parker replied that the intent of FTA was
that any party with land requiring permission on which to operate on that land must sign a
lease agreement before the grant agreement would be executed. If the lease agreement was
approved it would facilitate the final grant agreement. If the lease agreement was not signed
UTA could remove permanent appurtenances from our right-of-way and continue down their
path or they could wait until the agreement was approved. It could be that UTA would
exclude any hard service improvements within the existing right-of-way and the project
would continue based on UTA moving forward without the agreement.

Mr. Parker said it was conceivable that UTA could walk away from the project if we did not
execute the lease agreement. He felt the odds were slim that they would do that because they
were so far down the road with the project and they had documentation from Provo
approving the route.

Mr. Sewell shared some of his thoughts about the project. He had a number of constituents
that would like him to vote that night on whether or not they should have BRT. However,
that was not the question before them. He believed that the most likely outcome of not
approving the lease would be that the project would move forward in a way that was
detrimental to Provo’s interest. Two years ago he was one of seven council members that
voted unanimously to move forward with the project. In his opinion that was the point of no
return. UTA, Orem, and other government and private entities had moved forward in
reliance upon that vote. He could not back out of that agreement unless there was an
extremely good reason that something had changed. If he could not honor the commitment
he had made he could not serve on the council anymore. It was not his favorite route; he felt
it should have stayed on University Avenue. However, they were not voting on that.
Looking back he felt that, with a project of this cost and impact, it should have been voted on
by the public. He was likely to look back on his council service and feel that his single
biggest mistake was not having the experience and wisdom to recognize this was a project
the people should vote on. He expressed appreciation to those that had been involved in the
negotiations. The agreements exceeded his expectations. He thanked his colleagues, in
particular Chair Santiago, UTA, and those citizens that worked on petition drives to get this
on the ballot two years ago. He hoped and was optimistic that this project would be
successful.

Mr. Winterton noted that they had honored Merril Bingham for his vision in obtaining water
not only for the present but for the future as well. He remembered when the Orem mall
wanted to be in Provo and that was denied. It took Provo 25 years to build our own mall.
Cities throughout America were asking for this funding and we were at the top of the list. It
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could be 20 or 30 years before it was available again. He was looking for opportunities for
the future because the city would grow. This was just the first step and it was an opportunity
to increase ridership with subsidiary routes. He understood the concerns about not having
the opportunity to vote. Years ago we voted to give UTA a quarter cent sales tax for public
transportation. Is there such a lack of trust that we want to vote on every road and every
project? He believed they all want what was best for the community. He had faith in people
and he was leaning towards trusting in the process that had taken place.

Mr. Knecht thanked those in opposition because there had been positive changes to the
project because of that opposition. The vote last fall sent a message to UTA that there might
be a public relations problem. He heard rumblings that changes had been made. It was the
public’s money and he hoped UTA would do their utmost to make the organization and
projects better. He was not impressed with empty buses going around Provo and hoped that
this project would be better. He put out a poll to 500 to 600 email addresses in his district
which included helpful and objective information. As the votes came in there was not a clear
mandate — it came down to an absolute tie. He did not have a mandate to undo what the
council embarked on two years ago. Hal Miller’s wife sent an email that stated this was a
matter of trust. Even though some people had trust issues with UTA he did not want them to
have trust issues with the council. He was sensitive to what Mr. Sewell said about the
council voting 7:0 to go forward and negotiated with UTA in good faith. We could not turn
our backs on all those negotiations that produced positive developments. He felt compelled
to vote for this lease.

Mr. Jones reported he had a council member ask him recently about how this could have
been put on the ballot so he did some research and contacted the Lt. Governor’s Office.
There were only two types of ballot propositions that could originate from the council. One
was a bond proposition and the other was an opinion question specifically authorized by the
legislature. He concluded there was not a way for the council to put this on the ballot.

Chair Santiago stated she was on the council because of BRT because she felt strongly about
representing the District 2 constituent’s concerns. As a new council member she wrote her
own resolution that stopped BRT because of the use of 900 East. There was pressure from
everywhere but she went toe-to-toe with UTA. During a transit academy when UTA
executive bonuses and salaries were discussed she spoke up and said she felt the taxpayer
dollars needed to be used judiciously and we needed a board that would govern UTA. They
now have a new board chair and a new CAO and there were some things in place different
than they were before. When she realized the resolution was not going to hold she began
negotiations to make it liveable for those along the route, especially along 900 East and the
Pleasant View Neighborhood where there would be pressure to increase the density. She
noted that there had already been pressure to build high density housing included someone
purchasing 11 homes in the Pleasant View Neighborhood. A second opinion was
commissioned to determine if ridership would be what UTA said it would be and which route
would be the best. The second opinion came up with several routes that might have more
ridership; however, given the time frame and the possible loss of funding, the second opinion
concluded they should move ahead with route 4. Some of the agreements were put in the
resolution two years ago. The administration and UTA had worked together to get some of
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those enhancements into the baseline scope to make things safe and livable around the route.
She has had some of the same frustrations that had been mentioned that night but she had
also travelled to Oregon and rode their BRT before she became a council member. There
were some good things about it and it could improve the streets and the city. This agreement
was important and she would not agree to it until she had a chance to go over it with a fine
tooth comb. Orem City would be looking at their agreement next week. She would be
amenable to holding a special council meeting next Tuesday (April 26, 2016) to address this
issue.

Mr. Stewart felt that BRT was bad for Provo and would change the character of the city
irreparably. It was not a project needed today. Federal funding was not enough reason for
him to do something that was not necessary. He felt that Proposition One was a vote against
BRT, people in Utah County did not trust UTA. He did not know why they ignored that
vote. He wished they had a chance to vote as a city. He was the one that asked about putting
it on the ballot. He did not think all methods had been investigated. He said that iProvo was
unsuccessful because it was never voted on because supporters felt they would get a negative
vote. He felt that BRT supporters were afraid of the same thing. It should be put on the
ballot like the recreation center and Academy Square. He would be voting against the lease.

Mr. Van Buren was not a supporter of BRT but he did vote in the final vote to support it. He
agreed that it would change the culture of the city and a lot of people did not want it to
change. There were big square buildings and apartments built right up to the streets in the
city and mass transit was part of that. Maybe that was the way the city was destined to go.
The decisions they made would push it towards or away from that destiny. He wanted to
continue to support the culture of families, children, and community. He felt BRT was a lot
of money for a system that would not get the ridership. The buses were not being utilized
now. He did not think this was the way to spend public funds. He would support taking
more time to look through the agreement so he made the following motion.

Motion: Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren moved to continue this item to
a special session next Tuesday evening (April 26, 2016) at 5:30 p.m.
The motion was seconded by Council Member David Knecht.

Mr. Harding wanted to explore the option of voting on this that evening. There was only a
small part of the document that had been changed. He would like to hear the other concerns
about the agreement because his preference would be to hash out those questions or concerns
so they could be resolved. They could take a few moments to look over the few changes and
discuss them.

Chair Santiago felt they needed time to review the document again and did not want to rush
into something that important.

Steve Sandberg, BYU Neighborhood Chair, noted that one of the changes involved language
concerning BYU. He said he was fine with what had been agreed to last Thursday and did
not need to include the amended language in the agreement. He did not want them to
continue this on BYU’s behalf.
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Chair Santiago reiterated that she was not comfortable reading through the language that was
added that day and felt it was important to review it.

Mr. Stewart asked that the council vote on the motion to hold a special meeting next week.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 5:2 with Council Members Knecht, Santiago, Sewell,
Stewart, and Van Buren in favor and Council Members Harding and
Winterton opposed.

4.  Resolution 2016-12 appointing an Executive Director for the Municipal Council of
the City of Provo, Utah. (16-047)

Chair Santiago introduced Mr. Clifford Strachen, the council’s recommendation as the new
Municipal Council Executive Director. Mr. Strachen had a decade’s worth of experience
including the past seven years in the Utah Governor’s office of Management and Budget. Mr.
Strachen, a graduate of BYU, was currently enrolled in the Executive MBA program at the
University of Utah.

Mr. Strachen said he had lived, worked, and vacationed in Provo many times since 1985. It was
now his privilege to help make Provo grow better and greater.

Motion: Council Member George Stewart moved to approve Resolution 2016-
12. The motion was seconded by Council Member David Sewell.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

6. A public hearing on the draft 2016-2017 Annual Action Plan to be submitted to the
Department of Housing and Urban Development. (16-033)

7. A public hearing on Resolution 2016-13 approving the Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) program for the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year ending on June 30,
2017. (16-033)

8. A public hearing on Resolution 2016-14 approving the HOME program for the 2016-
2017 Fiscal Year ending on June 30, 2017. (16-033)

Chair Santiago announced that items No. 6, 7, and 8 would be discussed together.
Dan Gonzalez, RDA Management Analyst, presented the draft 2016-2017 Annual Action Plan to
the council. He stated the draft plan would be available to the public and the 30-day comment

period would begin the next day. They would come back to the council on May 17, 2016 to
consider approval of the plan.
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Lee Houghton, Chair of the CDBG Committee, presented the list of proposed non-social service
projects to be funded (copy attached to permanent minutes). He explained that when they
proposed funding they looked at the mandates required through the program. Then, based on
those mandates, they looked at the projects with maximum impact, which projects could be
completed, and the minimum amount funding they could use. He said they did not provide any
funding for Foothill Park although it was located within a CDBG eligible neighborhood. The
committee felt that, because 51% of low to moderate income people would not have ready access
to the park, they decided not to fund it. Alpine House and Center for Women and Children in
Crisis were funded at 100% with the balance of funding going to the 200 East bike path.

Marth Winsor, presented the social service projects to be funded (copy attached to the permanent
minutes). She noted they did not fund Big Brothers/ Big Sisters this year because they had funds
left from the previous grant. They were not serving as many people from the Provo area.

Mr. Gonzalez presented the proposed HOME funding (copy attached to the permanent minutes).
A total of $1,167.638 was allocated with $105,335 for HOME administration, $158,000 for
HOME-CHODO, and the balance of $904,304 to fund five projects county-wide. They did not
provide funding for Rural Housing Development but all other projects were funded.

Chair Santiago invited public comment on all three items.

Linda Ogden, resident of Grandview Farms, was concerned because she heard that if
municipalities accepted funding from HUD that HUD could tell the municipalities how to zone
areas throughout the city to make the zones equal.

Randy McFarland, Provo, stated that if the citizens knew the strings that were attached to
accepting HUD funding they would be opposed to it. HUD was a disaster and our form of
government was being usurped.

Melanie McCoard, Provo, stated that the City did not have a focused, targeted, comprehensive
direction for the use of CDBG funding. She suggested they put together a citizens committee to
bring recommendations to the council on how CDBG money should be used. There were some
at-risk populations that were underserved in Provo.

There were no more public comments.

Mr. Gonzalez stated that the city had been receiving HUD funding for more than 20 years.
There were some requirements attached to the funding but HUD did not have authority to
designate zoning. HUD looked at the action plans as to how the funding would be used. The
municipality certified that it would look at affordable housing but it was all based on what the

jurisdiction presented to HUD. HUD simply made sure the jurisdiction followed their plan.

Mr. Jones was not aware of HUD setting zoning regulations in the cities and said he would
research the question.

Chair Santiago called for motions on the proposed resolutions.
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Motion for Item No. 7 — approving CDBG funding for FY 2017.
Motion: Council Member David Sewell moved to approve Resolution 2016-13

as written and shown on screen. The motion was seconded by Council
Member Vernon K. Van Buren.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Motion for Item No. 8 — approving HOME funding for FY 2017.
Motion: Council Member Gary Winterton moved to approve Resolution 2016-
14 as written. The motion was seconded by Council Member David

Knecht.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Recess Municipal Council Meeting

Motion: Council Member David Sewell moved to recess as the Municipal
Council and convene as the Redevelopment Agency at 10:06 p.m. The
motion was seconded by Council Member David Harding.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Redevelopment Agency of Provo

9. A resolution of the Governing Board of the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City
Corporation authorizing the appropriation of $154,950.37 from unencumbered
reserves in fund 279 for the payment of costs incurred by cowboy partners for the
remediation of property once owned by the Redevelopment Agency. (16-048)

David Walter, RDA Director, stated that this item was to request funding for remediation of
contamination found at Liberty Center on property once owned by the RDA. Mr. Walter
requested this item be continued to the next regular meeting due some noticing issues.

Motion: Board Member Vernon K. Van Buren moved to continue this item to
the next regular meeting scheduled for May 3, 2016. The motion was

seconded by Board Member Kim Santiago.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Board Members Harding, Knecht, Santiago,
Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.
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Adjourn Redevelopment Agency

Motion: Board Member David Knecht moved to adjourn the Redevelopment
Agency and reconvene as the Municipal Council at 10:10 p.m. The
motion was seconded by Board Member David Harding.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Board Members Harding, Knecht, Santiago,
Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Municipal Council

Policy Items Referred from the Planning Commission

10. A public hearing on Ordinance 2016-07 amending the Zone Map Classification of
approximately 6.2 acres of real property, generally located at 2470 West 1160 North,
from One-Family Residential (R1.10) to Low Density Residential (LDR). Lakeview
North Neighborhood. (16-0001R)

Robert Mills, Provo City Planner, presented. The applicant requested a zone map classification
amendment for 6.2 acres to build a 26 unit development which included two single family homes
and 24 twin homes. They were marketing this development toward the “empty nester”
community. The existing zone designation was R1.10 - single family dwellings with 10,000
square foot lots. The proposed amendment would change it to Low Density Residential (LDR).
The Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve the zone change recommendation.

Mr. Mills stated the proposal included 26 total units. However, the proposed zone change to
LDR would allow up to 15 units per acre. Staff was concerned that if the property was not
developed as planned it would leave the door open for a development with more density. The
applicant had proffered a development agreement that would commit to developing the property
as proposed.

Mr. Van Buren noted that a different zone had been discussed with the applicant. Mr. Mills
reported that the R2 zone with a PD overlay was also a possibility and had been discussed by
staff. He was not sure if the R2-PD zone would provide better protection than the development
agreement. Mr. Jones felt both options (the R2-PD zone or the development agreement) would
provide protection if their main issue was density. The advantage to having the density
established by the zone was that it would be included in the Provo City code and staff and future
councils would not have to remember there was a development agreement.

Paul Washburn, representing the developers, stated they asked for the LDR zone because that
was what staff recommended. They did not have any objections if the council wanted to go with
another zone. They had no desire to build any project other than the one they submitted. They
were willing to enter into any development agreement that would protect the city’s interest.
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Mr. Harding had no concern about the developer following through on what they were
presenting. However, the council needed to be careful about the precedents they had set. The
development agreement was pretty comprehensive because they were agreeing to build exactly
what they had presented. He felt it would be wise to use the R2-PD zone because it fit the
proposal better. Mr. Stewart agreed with changing it to the R2-PD zone.

Mr. Knecht stated that one of the provisions for an R2-PD zone was it precluded those homes
from having a second kitchen. Mr. Peperoni confirmed that the R2-PD zone prohibited second
kitchens but the LDR zone did not. He stated that the R2-PD would be the better zone because it
was more descriptive of what was going to be built. Because it was more restrictive it would not
have to go back to the Planning Commission for approval if the council changed the zone.

Beth Alligood, Lakeview North Neighborhood Chair, was invited to comment. She reported that
reaction in the neighborhood was mixed. Many people reported liking the plan because it would
bring more diversity, create a mixed vision, and residents of the development would not have to
worry about landscaping. She asked if the developer had worked with the canal association.
Mr. Washburn reported they have been working closely with the canal association and they had
approved their design. Ms. Alligood reported that the CC&R’s had addressed the concern about
people moving in next to a farm. One of the biggest concerns was changing the nature of the
neighborhood making it a more transient neighborhood. Parking may become a problem,
especially with visitors, because there would be no parking on the street.

Chair Santiago invited public comment.

Greg Harland, Lakeview Neighborhood, lived next to the proposed development and was
concerned about the density, which was twice as dense as his neighborhood. Would this set
precedence for future development to the south? He was also concerned about the lack of
parking. The street was very narrow so the parking might spill out into the adjoining
neighborhoods. He would suggest putting in visitor parking by taking out one of the units.

Steven Davis, Edgemont Neighborhood, spoke in favor of the proposed demographic (empty
nesters). He was a baby boomer and was tired of walking up and down stairs. An opportunity to
live in a beautiful neighborhood like this, with the appearance of single family home living and
no basement, would appeal to those 55 years old and up. The city had a need for that type of
housing.

There were no more public comments.

Several council members expressed concern about the lack of parking for visitors, especially on-
street parking. Mr. Washburn stated they would be willing to address the parking concerns in the
CC&R’s. They have a plan that had a third car garage option for those that wanted a little extra
storage or space for more vehicles. They would red-curb or put up no parking signs in front of
the units because the street width did not allow on-street parking. His experience in similar
developments was that the driveways were remaining empty.
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Mr. Knecht stated that when he visited friends in Eagle Mountain guests would park on the
sidewalk and the lawns because there was not enough parking available. Mr. Washburn felt that
one of the characteristics of an empty nester neighborhood was that the residents were concerned
about what the neighborhood looked like. He thought that neighbors would enforce illegal
parking violations.

Mr. Harding noted that the proposal included rezoning the entire 6.2 acres which included
existing buildings that would not be part of the development. Those lots were currently zoned
R.110 and should not be rezoned.

Thea Cook, property owner, lived right next door to the proposed development. They had
walked through Whisper Wood, the adjoining subdivision, and stated there were cars,
construction equipment, campers, and boats parked all along the street. The developer was
gearing the development to retirees and they don’t run around as much as younger couples with
all their children at home. Everyone once in a while the residents might have a party or activity
and would need extra parking. However, most people were considerate and wouldn’t complain
because they too would have activities. She was tired of the weeds on the property, the
neighbors dumping, and riding their 4-wheelers and recreation vehicles on their property.

Mr. Jones stated a draft development agreement had been presented to the council during the last
work meeting. The council needed to express to the developer what their concerns were and it
was up to the developer to proffer solutions to those concerns. The agreement would state that
the construction and elevations would be in accordance with the site plan that was submitted.
The site plan, elevations, drawings, pictures, and all other documents would be included as
attachments to the development agreement.

Mr. Washburn indicated they would attach the CC&R’s as an attachment to the development
agreement as well. Mr. Jones said the main protection the CC&R’s gave to the council and
community was an assurance that they would be put in place at the time the development was
constructed. However, it would not prohibit them from changing their rules later, according to
their bylaws. A provision could be added to the development agreement that allowed the city to
withhold building permits if we found out the CC&R’s were not in place as proposed. The city
would not enter into the agreement expecting the city to enforce the CC&R’s.

Mr. Peperone stated they would review the CC&R’s to make sure they included the required
language and a recorded copy would be put into the files. One of the important requirements
was that buyers were informed they were purchasing a home next to farmland.

Chair Santiago reopened public comment. Angie Fisher, Sunset Neighborhood, stated they had
some similar developments in their neighborhood. One was a senior development and another
that was not. The senior development was very well cared for. The proposed development
included one and two bedroom units and would be the type of place maintained and cared for.
She would want that type of development next to her property compared to a larger home with
three and four bedrooms which might be easier to rent out in the future.
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Chair Santiago closed public comment and invited council discussion or a motion. Council
members felt it would be better to zone this property R2-PD so the following motion was made.

Motion: Council Member David Sewell moved to replace all references to the
Low Density Residential (LDR) in the written ordinance with
references to the R2-PD zone. The motion was seconded by Council
Member David Harding.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

The acreage in the application included two lots that already had homes on them. Council
members did not want to change the zoning on those two lots so the following motion was made
to amend the ordinance.

Motion: Council Member David Harding made a motion to remove what was
referred to as lots 1 and 2 on the plan from the rezone and have staff
make the necessary text adjustments to the ordinance after it was
passed. The motion was seconded by Council Member Gary Winterton.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Mr. Jones stated the current draft of the ordinance authorized the mayor to execute a
development agreement consistent with those commitments described in the draft, as submitted
by the applicant and the representations made by the applicant and the applicant’s representatives
in the council meeting that night. Those representations would mean the site plan, the higher
resolution elevations, all other documents normally submitted to Community Development, and
a copy of the proposed CC&R’s.

Motion: Council Member David Harding moved to approve Ordinance 2016-
07 as now amended, including all the development agreement items
just described. The motion was seconded by Council Member David
Sewell.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.

Adjourn

Motion: Council Member Gary Winterton moved to adjourn at 11:03 p.m. The
motion was seconded by Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Winterton, and Van Buren in favor.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

Redevelopment Agency of Provo

‘ Regular Meeting Minutes

5:00 PM, Tuesday, April 26, 2016
§ Room 200, Municipal Council Chambers
"Rvg, YT 351 West Center, Provo, Utah

Opening Ceremony
Roll Call

THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT:

Council Member Kim Santiago Council Member Gary Winterton
Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren Council Member David Harding
Council Member David Knecht Council Member George Stewart
Council Member David Sewell Mayor John R. Curtis

Deputy City Attorney Brian Jones CAO Wayne Parker

Council Executive Director Clifford Strachen

Conducting: Council Chair Kim Santiago

5:00 PM Closed Meeting (Council Conference Room, 351 West Center Street,
Provo, Utah)

5:30 PM Council Meeting (Municipal Council Chambers, 351 West Center
Street, Provo, Utah)

Invocation and Pledge — Ryan Harvey, Council Analyst

Moment of Silence for Bart Simons
Chair Santiago announced that Provo City had lost a treasured member of its family. Bart
Simons, Public Works Division Director — Water, passed away on Friday, April 22, 2016. He

was a kind, dedicated, and hardworking employee and would be sorely missed. A moment of
silence was held in his memory.

Mayor's Items and Reports
1.  Resolution 2016-15 approving a Lease Agreement pertaining to various Provo City

streets and an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement pertaining to the Provo-Orem
Transportation Improvement Project. (15-110)
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Brian Jones, Council Attorney/Deputy City Attorney, presented. After the meeting on Tuesday,
19 April, 2016 the draft interlocal and lease agreements were sent to council members. He
reported receiving feedback from Chair Santiago and the city engineer. After a couple of
revisions a new draft was circulated to the council last Thursday. There were three changes
made to the lease agreement:

* A one word change to one of the property descriptions.

» Striking of the word “substantially” in paragraph 6(a).

*  Minor exception clause added in paragraph 8(b) that excluded the enhancement
improvements on 900 East and 700 North from a “standards issue.”

Mr. Jones explained that, per paragraphs 6(a) and 6(b) of the lease agreement, the enhancements
on 900 East (900 East Frontage Road and Pedestrian Safety) were included in the baseline.
Chair Santiago stated that the pedestrian safety measures included installing pedestrian activated
HAWK signals (High-intensity Activated CrossWalK) on 700 North and on 900 East.

Mr. Jones clarified that it was only by execution of the lease agreement that those improvements
became part of the baseline. The lease agreement stated that the baseline would be based on the
preliminary design drawings and would also include the two enhancements mentioned above.

If there was property along the route that did not belong to the city UDOT would, where
necessary, exercise its right of eminent domain to take those pieces of property. That property
would be deeded to Provo and Provo would lease them to UTA. UDOT would not exercise
eminent domain on property that BYU owned. BYU would have a separate lease agreement
with UDOT.

In response to questions from Mr. Stewart, Grey Turner (UTA Senior Program Manager —
Engineering & Project Development) replied that originally some of the enhancements were not
part of the baseline. The FTA used the term enhancement to indicate items that could be added
to the project but were not baseline. The enhancements did not necessarily make the project
better but were more wish list items that stakeholders would like as part of the project. For
instance, the enhancements helped the seven homes along 900 East but did not affect the bus
traffic at all. The original drawings included a dedicated guideway along 900 East and a station
by the BYU Creamery. Those items were taken out because of the concerns of the citizens and
the council. A ten-foot wide sidewalk/bike path was also added to the east side of the road.

Mr. Knecht asked about the philosophy of the new leadership at UTA. Steve Meyer, UTA Chief
Development Officer, stated they had made some changes on the board, including two board
members from Utah County. The new chairman, David Burton, had begun to address policies
and issues related to the perceptions of UTA. Board meetings would be more open with
opportunities for public comment. UTA staff prepared a document that listed initiatives to
address the trust issues. Members of the design team had been assigned to different cities and
would meet with those officials on a regular basis to get more feedback from the communities.
This project was a great example of partnering with the communities to make decisions on the
key elements of the project, working together to save money to provide funding for
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enhancements. The executive committee created through the interlocal agreement would not just
be for construction, the committee would serve through operation of the project.

Mr. Meyer stated the intent of this project was to provide the backbone and then customize bus
routes throughout the city to bring people to the stations. Changes to bus routes were looked at
regularly with three change dates per year in April, August, and December. They understood
that some people may depend on those routes so they had to be careful about making too many
changes and try to have public hearings for that process.

In response to a question from Mr. Stewart, Mr. Meyer replied that UTA had the dollars they
currently receive from the local option sales tax approved a few years ago. With the growth in
sales taxes in Utah County they projected they could continue to maintain their current services,
operate the BRT, and have funds available to pay back the bond in 12 years.

Chair Santiago asked Mr. Jones to explain Paragraph 4 of the interlocal agreement titled “No
Authority to Act Contrary to a Lease Agreement Without Consent.” Mr. Jones explained that the
interlocal agreement would be signed by five of the six member agencies, excluding the county.
Utah County already had an interlocal agreement with UTA governing the relationship between
them. Paragraph 4 stated that the executive committee could not make changes to the baseline
that affected the specific improvements discussed above (Paragraphs 6(a) and 6(b) of the lease
agreement). Changes to that part of the baseline could only happen if there was written consent
of both parties - the Provo City Council and the UTA Board of Directors.

In response to a question from Mr. Stewart, Mr. Jones stated there had been no other formal
action or agreements with UTA since the council approved the route in 2014. The lease
agreement itself was not necessary for operating buses on Provo City streets. It was being
proposed because it allowed use of city streets for dedicated lanes on 700 North and 900 North.
The lease was also desired, from a UTA perspective, because the value of the lease contributed
to the local match and the local government would not have to come up with cash for the
matching funds. Ifthe agreement did not exist UTA could still operate buses up and down Provo
City owned streets and UDOT could condemn property, where necessary, along those streets to
build stations. They could not use the streets for exclusive lanes and could not count the value of
that right as part of the local matching funds.

Mr. Harding clarified that UTA’s purpose would be to acquire the property first and, as a last
resort, use eminent domain. Mr. Jones agreed and understood that most of the property owners
along the route had been contacted about UTA acquiring those properties.

In response to question from Mr. Winterton, Mr. Jones stated there was not a bonding
proposition for Provo to put on a ballot because they were not bonding for this project.

Mr. Stewart reported speaking with state legislators that felt a resolution could go for a vote of
the people. Mr. Jones replied that, without speaking to those state legislators, he did not know
what their reasons for saying that would be. In state code the only two of the eight listed
purposes that would originate with the city were bonding propositions or opinion questions
“specifically authorized by the legislature.” In speaking with the election officers from the Lt.
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Governor’s Office, they agreed that opinion questions had to be authorized by the legislature.

His discussion was dealing specifically with what the council could put on the ballot, not what
citizens could put on the ballot. Was the resolution to approve a lease and interlocal agreement a
law making power? According to Utah Supreme Court cases in 2014 he did not believe that was
the case. The citizen’s right to put something on the ballot was contingent upon it being an
exercise of law making power. The council’s action was only a law making power if it created a
new law. If it was an exercise of administrative oversight, based on a current law, then it was not
a law making power. His opinion would be that what the council was doing that night was
exercising authority granted to it under provisions of city code that required long term
commitments of the city and disposition of city property to be approved by council action.

Mr. Jones reviewed the process for citizens to put an item on the ballot overturning a law making
power exercised by the council. The initial determination about whether or not a petition
reflected a proper ballot proposition question was made by the city recorder after the signatures
and been collected and verified. If the city recorder determined it was a valid ballot proposition
it would go onto the ballot pending a legal challenge to keep it off the ballot. If it was
determined that it was not a valid proposition it would not go on the ballot pending the result of a
possible legal challenge to put it on the ballot.

In response to a question from Chair Santiago about Paragraph 5 of the interlocal agreement
which addressed light rail compatibility, Mr. Turner stated that item came from Orem’s
resolution supporting BRT. It meant that UTA would already have the widths they needed if
they decided to run light rail down the BRT dedicated lanes. The current design provided for
that except at some station locations where they would need additional widths. Mr. Turner said
that 700 North had a wide right-of-way because of the large park strips. They had not looked at
a light rail design through Provo/Orem or Utah County. It might be in a long-range plan but
when it happened they would look at the actual alignment for light rail to determine the best
route. This item in the agreement did not change anything they were doing along 700 North.
Mr. Jones pointed out that it did not create anything legally binding. It meant that the design
would consider light rail compatibility but it would be up to the executive committee to actually
make anything happen.

Mr. Harding was not convinced this was the best route, but it was the route they had. He was
disappointed with the stake holder public input process and hoped that UTA would look at that
and find a way to improve that process. Two years ago the council discussed this project in
detail and, in the end, voted for the project and the route. Tonight’s vote was not a vote on the
project but on how to best manage the project. The city signaled their intent two years ago and
nothing had changed to justify changing that commitment. He agreed with Mr. Winterton’s
comments last week about missed opportunities. Having been part of the process two years ago,
as a member of the Transportation Mobility and Advisory Committee (TMAC), he knew it
would have been difficult to go to the public for a vote. We use public money to fund other
transportation projects, such as the I-15 Core project or Pioneer Crossing, and there was not a
vote on those. This was a special project and made a big impact on the city and maybe it made
sense to have the public weigh in on it. This project had been long in the works but the
availability of the federal funding and the willingness of the elected officials across the county to
support the project might not have given time for a public vote to take place. That was when the
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elected representatives of the people were called upon to make the difficult decisions. He was
voting for the agreements because it would give us a seat at the table and would give Provo the
best project. But, they were not the only reasons he was voting for it. He wanted to go on the
record that, had he been on the council two years ago, he would be voting for the project itself.
He had high confidence this would be a project that would benefit the Provo community in
perpetuity. It was the backbone for our transit system and was an important base on which to
build the ribs of our bus lines. It would allow us to diversify our transportation system and give
people options. As the county continues to grow this would allow us to maintain our quality of
life.

Mr. Stewart said the vote on the Academy Square was not only because of the bonding but the
issue was so divisive that he wanted to know the voice of the people. He felt this project could
have gone to the people. Anytime the council felt they knew better on this kind of major project
than the people they were in trouble. Mr. Stewart made comments in two press releases and
asked that they be included as part of the record (press releases attached to permanent minutes).
He reported 52 responses within a few hours of his press release with 49 against the project, two
for the project and one thanking him for the information. He thought they were voting on the
project that night. If they did not vote for the lease there was the possibility the project might not
go forward. He said it had been admitted to by the administration and UTA. He felt the citizens
should vote on it because of the dedicated roadway and the matching grant issues.

Mr. Harding agreed that if they voted against the agreements there was a possibility the project
would not go forward, however, he did not think it was a strong possibility. A strong probability
was that the project would go forward and would not be as beneficial to our community. Even if
he was against the project he would have a hard time voting against the agreements. The
community had reached out to the council members during the past few weeks. The comments
he had received from blog posts and Facebook likes would indicate that the Provo population, as
a whole, was generally for the project. He wanted to exercise caution in ascribing what they
heard to the whole of Provo’s population.

Mr. Stewart still felt the public was entitled to a vote if it was possible.

Mr. Sewell made the following motion to put it on the table and asked that each council member
be given the opportunity to express their opinion before they proceed with the vote.

Motion: Council Member David Sewell moved to approve Resolution 2016- 15
approving a Lease Agreement pertaining to various Provo City streets
and an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement pertaining to the Provo-Orem
Transportation Improvement Project as written and displayed on the
screen during the meeting. The motion was seconded by Council
Member David Harding.

Mr. Knecht said this was not an easy vote. He felt the sentiments of a lot of the people that were
not happy with the current bus system or with UTA. They were skeptical that this project would
work and was taxation without representation. He did his best to reach out to his constituents

with about 500 emails. He wanted to hear how they felt and did not know if it would come back
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like the vote last fall where 57% voted against the sales tax. He felt that was more a confidence
vote on UTA and was separate from their dilemma. The majority of the people that responded to
his email were actually in favor of mass transit but the vote came down to 50/50 because they did
not like this particular project for whatever reason. That did not leave him with a mandate. He
felt he needed a real mandate in order to upset the applecart and derail what had gone forward, in
good faith, during the past two years. He would be voting for this but it was difficult.

Mr. Van Buren stated he was not a strong supporter of BRT two years ago. He did vote on the
route because it was the preferred route. He had some hesitations on the interlocal and lease
agreements, especially the 50-year lease. As the public began to weigh in he had received a lot
of emails and phone calls about the agreement but it soon became a discussion about the BRT
project. He could not ignore that and felt he needed to represent his constituents. They were not
people that politically motivated and were quiet most of the time. He went back to his core
values and asked himself what he really believed in. His concerns shifted to the BRT project,
not the lease or interlocal agreement. Many people said the current bus system in our
community was so inefficient and asked him how he could support more of the same. Even
though BRT was different, it was managed by the same people. How do they justify spending
$150 million for another system that, if managed the same, the efficiency would probably be the
same. Public transportation would always be heavily subsidized and he had never agreed with
that. Even though FrontRunner and TRAX were successful, every time someone uses them there
was between $4.5 and $7.5 subsidy that came from the taxpayer to allow someone to ride them.
He was concerned about how it would affect the city, University Avenue, and 700 North. The
trees on 700 North would probably be taken down and the traffic on 700 North would be
congested. Also, the traffic for pedestrians was north and south and those students would have
more to manipulate through. The last issue was where they wanted to see high density housing.
One of the principles of BRT was to provide opportunities for TOD (Transit Oriented
Development). To make public transportation work the people needed to live by the stations and
system. The council was struggling about where they wanted to see high density housing. They
had not come to a recommendation or solution but they were approving a transportation system
that would put pressure on the areas where our stations were. He would not be voting for the
interlocal agreement or the lease agreement.

Mr. Winterton appreciated Mr. Van Buren’s thoughts and views. Mr. Winterton said he had
lived in Provo all his life and still believed in the city. It was going to grow and wanted his
children to live here. He believed in the project. He had no proof it was going to be good but,
after looking at the numbers and studying the issues, he believed in this project. Ultimately it
would be good for the community. He looked forward to this opportunity for Provo to take care
of some needs they had. He looked forward to being accountable for these decisions and takes
that responsibility.

Mr. Sewell said he shared most of his feelings about the project last week. One of the residents
he shook hands with before the meeting stated how much they loved to live in Provo. Mr.
Sewell stated he felt the same way. He appreciated everyone that participated in this issue. It
had been tough and divisive. Two years ago they had been receiving an emails more in favor of
the project as, opposed to more recently, it had been more against. There were a lot of residents
that had strong feelings on both sides of this issue. He felt this would be a good project for our
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239
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282

DRAFT — Awaiting Approval

city. He thought there was a route a little better but that decision was made two years ago. One
of the votes he was proudest of was to request a second, independent study. If citizens wanted to
research the details he could supply a copy of the study. Two years ago they were hearing
comments about not very many people on the buses and questions about the accuracy of
estimated ridership. That was one of the reasons why they wanted the second opinion. The
study validated that route 4 was, for all practical purposes, as good as any other options that were
looked at. Two years ago the council voted unanimously to move ahead with the project. Even
though it might not have been possible, he wished he had looked into voting on the issue two
years ago. However, the decision about whether we would build BRT was made two years ago.
A lot of things have happened, money had been spent, investment decisions had been made, and
multiple government entities had relied on that decision. Even if he was not in favor of the
project he would still want to approve the lease because it gave them the best project possible.
Voting against the lease might kill the project but it was far more likely that it would proceed in
a way that was not as beneficial to Provo. He hoped and issued a plea that this could mark a
point where the community moved forward and came together on this as much as possible. He
recognized that there were great citizens all over the map in terms of how they view this issue.
He appreciated everyone that contributed in any way to the dialog.

Mr. Harding wanted to make it clear that, while he supported this project and felt it was in the
best interest of the future, it was not an easy vote. He had not spent any substantial time on other
city issues because he had been reading every single one of the emails he had received. He had
also spent a lot of time responding to those emails. He said they hear and carefully consider the
voice of the people and then balance that against the things they have studied and learned.

Chair Santiago stated she had said most of the comments that Mr. Van Buren had made. If a
project of this magnitude could have gone to a vote of the people that would have been
preferable. But she would have preferred it happened ten or fifteen years ago at the beginning of
the project and not at this point. Her focus had been on making sure the lease agreement had
what it needed to best serve the city. Two years ago much of the conversation was on the
alignment. In Paragraph 17(b) it stated that “UTA would not disapprove of Provo’s request to
change the route of the BRT system” if it met six conditions. The legislative body of Provo
would need to make a finding, after a public hearing, that a new proposed route had a greater
public benefit. It listed qualifiers such as being approved by the National Environment Policy
processes, comply with FTA process, and it had to be approved by other interested parties (such
as the county and UDOT). Those parties would need to agree on the funding of the realignment
and Provo would have to find a way of funding the removal of enhancements that had been put
down. She felt that if we did not approve the agreements the project probably goes forward and
Provo would be left in a very vulnerable position. That was why she had been focusing on the
lease agreement. The parties had come together in good faith and they understood what they
wanted to do moving forward.

Chair Santiago called for a vote on the motion by Mr. Sewell and second by Mr. Harding to
approve the lease and interlocal agreements.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 5:2 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, and Winterton in favor and Council Members Stewart

Provo City Municipal Council Meeting Minutes — April 26, 2016 — Draft Page 7 of 8
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and Van Buren opposed.

Recess

Motion: Council Member Gary Winterton moved to recess the open meeting
and reconvene in closed session at 7:14 p.m. The motion was seconded
by Council Member David Knecht.

Roll Call Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Council Members Harding, Knecht,
Santiago, Sewell, Stewart, Van Buren and Winterton in favor.
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RESOLUTION 2016-

A RESOLUTION TENTATIVELY ADOPTING A PROPOSED BUDGET FOR
PROVO CITY CORPORATION FOR THE FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING JULY
1,2016 AND ENDING JUNE 30, 2017. (16-054)

WHEREAS, the Mayor has prepared a proposed budget (the "Proposed Budget") for
Provo City Corporation as required by Utah State Law; and

WHEREAS, the Proposed Budget, together with supporting schedules and data, will be
available for public inspection in the office of the City Recorder as required by law; and

WHEREAS, the Municipal Council will consider formal adoption of the Proposed
Budget in public hearings to be held on June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016; and

WHEREAS, the Municipal Council finds the Proposed Budget for Provo City
Corporation for the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2016 and ending June 30, 2017, as set forth
in the attached Exhibit A, should be tentatively adopted as required by Section 10-6-111(3) of
the Uniform Fiscal Procedures Act for Utah Cities.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Municipal Council of the City of Provo, Utah,
as follows:

PART I:
1. The Proposed Budget for Provo City Corporation in the amount of $200,614,858 is

hereby tentatively adopted for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2016 and ending June 30, 2017,
as set forth in the attached Exhibit A.

2. The Municipal Council directs that public hearings to consider the Proposed Budget
shall be held on June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016 and that notice thereof shall be published at least
seven days prior to each hearing in at least one newspaper of general circulation published in
Utah County.

PART II:

This resolution shall take effect immediately.

END OF RESOLUTION.
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May 3, 2016

Honorable Members of the Provo Municipal Council
351 West Center Street
Provo, Utah 84601

RE: Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2017
Ladies and Gentlemen of the Council:

| am pleased to submit our proposed budget for the City of Provo, Utah for the fiscal year beginning July 1,
2016 and ending June 30, 2017.

This budget is the result of many hours and the contributions of Council members, the public, employees and
City leadership. The Administration has worked hard to submit a responsible, sustainable budget.

Preparation for the Fiscal Year 2017 budget began in December 2015 with the Mayor, CAO and administra-
tive budget team looking at early revenue forecasts, projected retirement and insurance increases, and de-
partment needs for the Fiscal Year 2017.

The administrative budget team met with the City Administration to monitor and plan for the following:

¢ Revenue needs and forecasts.

e Budget expenses and shortfalls.

e Merit increases, retirement, health insurance, operation and maintenance needs, capital needs, vehicle
replacement, outsourcing, and adequacy of fees & taxes.

e The FY2017 5-year Capital Improvement Plan included recommended changes made by Municipal Coun-
cil staff and include priority levels and ascertaining whether funding sources have been identified.

Provo City is striving to provide a more transparent and understandable budget by adopting best practices.
We will be submitting the adopted budget to Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) in hopes of
receiving the “Distinguished Budget Award.” This award encourages state and local governments to prepare
budget documents of the very highest quality, reflecting the guidelines established by the National Advisory
Council on State and Local Budgeting and the GFOA's best practices. The City received the award the past
three fiscal years (FY2014 -FY2016).



As evidenced in Provo and the nation, there are many signs that the local and the national economies are
starting to level off. The local economy continues to outperform the national economy. The City is currently
cautious about sales tax revenues, but anticipates they will moderately increase during the next fiscal year.
However, it is important to note that we continue to have concerns about global uncertainty and how large
fluctuations in the cost of crude oil, healthcare costs, retirement costs, and other operational costs will impact
consumer spending and ultimately City budgets.

Provo City continues to work hard in maximizing every dollar and providing a great value to our residents.
Our employees understand that every tax dollar we receive is a sacrifice from our residents who trust us to
use it wisely. While preparing the 2017 budget, directors were asked to evaluate their budgets and look for
possible savings before they were submitted. Despite years of deep cuts, department directors were asked
to keep operational budgets flat and submit only critical supplemental requests.

The 2017 budget supports our ongoing goal of continued fiscal health with a sustainable budget. Monies are
invested in capital improvements, vehicle replacement and employees. Provo City employees are among the
greatest and most critical assets the City has, and by investing in them, we are better able to recruit, develop,
and retain top employees.

The City continues to focus on trust throughout the organization and with the public. Each of the departments
established a plan for the upcoming year on how trust principals can be effectively applied in the work

place. The purpose is for employees to learn and create a common language and behavior of trust in the
City as well as enhance relationships and develop City leadership.

The Administration continues to look for opportunities for employees to grow and be prepared to become fu-
ture leaders at the City. A new education assistance policy was signed and put into place that provides full-
time employees the opportunity to further their education as it relates to the City and be reimbursed by up to
fifty percent of their educational costs.

Rate and Fee Changes:

A proposal as part of the annual budget is for a property tax increase of approximately 3.0% to cover the cost
of new dispatchers and fire equipment. Increasing property taxes require a Truth in Taxation hearing that the
Municipal Council plans to hold in August.

Proposed Fee Increases

The Covey Center is proposing the following fee increases:

e Increasing the labor charge to performance from $15 an hour to $16
¢ Increase half-day rental rate
¢ Non-profit rate — 950 to 1000
e For-profit rate — 1200 to 1250
e Increase Full-day rental rate
¢ Non-profit rate — 1200 to 1250
e For-profit rate — 1650 to 1700
¢ Increase Full-week rental rate
¢ Non-profit rate — 6000 to 6300
e For-profit rate — 9700 to 10000
* 31,000 additional revenue should be generated from these increases

Provo City Proposed Budget 2016-2017 6



The Cemetery is proposing the following fee increases:

Lawn Sites
¢ Monument Estates — n/a to 2,000
e Upright— 1,100 to 1,300
e Flush —900 to 1,100
e Infant — 250 to 300

e Cremation — 450 to 550
Mausoleum

e Top/Bottom — 3,500

e Mid Level — 4,500
Opening Closing

e Adult— 550 to 650

e Infant — 200 to 250 (12-18) or 350 (24 — 48)

¢ Cremation Burial — 200 to 250 (without vault) or 350 (lawn burial)

¢ Niche —n/ato 150

e Mausoleum — n/a/ to 400
Overtime

e Saturday — 300 to 400

e Overtime — 150 to 100 per 2 hour
Disinterment

e Cremation — 300 to 450

e Crypt—n/ato 1,500

¢ Niche —n/a to 450
The following are new additional options
Ossuary/Cenotaph — 200
Tablet — 450
Post Single — 450
Post Companion — 550
Cored single — 600
Cored Companion — 750
Cremation Estate — 2,500
Tree Estate — 2,000
Arbor nice 24, niche 48 urn — 850
Community Column 64 nice 128 urns — 800
Pavilion shutter — 900
Rustic Monolith 60 cores — 600
Niche Boulder — 1,200
Family Columbarium — 7,500
Cremation Bench — 2,500
Cremation Ped Bird path — 3,000
Mausoleum Level 1 — 800
Mausoleum Level 2 — 900
Mausoleum Level 3 — 700

Utility Rate Increases are being implemented to fund ongoing operational and capital improvements through-
out the City

An average 2% increase or $1.50 per average residential home on energy utility sales ( Energy Fund)

An average 2% increase per commercial user on energy utility sales (Energy Fund)

An average 6% increase per industrial user on energy utility sales (Energy Fund)

An average 19.8% or $5.84 monthly increase per average residential home on waste water utility sales
(Waste Water Fund)

An average 11% or $3.74 monthly increase per average residential home on water utility sales (Water

Fund)

An average 21.6% or $1.51 monthly increase per average residential home on storm water utility sales
(Storm Water Fund)

Provo City Proposed Budget 2016-2017 7



Recently a study was completed by a consultant on the status of the City Waste Water Treatment Plant. As a
result of the study, it was determined that some major improvements will be necessary to meet future growth
and new environmental regulations. In order to pay for the improvements, the Municipal Council and Admin-
istration have had discussions that would change the way the sewer base rate is charged for multi-unit hous-
ing complexes. The change would move the base rate from a per-connection to a per-unit charge.

Because the Council has not reached a decision about the potential change, the budget currently does not
include the change in the base rate or any other change in the rates to increase revenue to cover for the fu-
ture needs. The Administration is anxious to work with the Council in a timely manner to make this determina-
tion. An additional $520,000 in revenue is needed to fund the first year of the recommended master plan im-
provements.

The graph below depicts the City’s position compared to other cities after implementing the proposed rates,
excluding Energy. This graph would assume that other comparable entities make no other changes to their
current rates.

FY 2017 Proposed Average Annual Rate Comparision
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Funded Personnel Costs

Each year we carefully evaluate the compensation scales of our employees and compare our compensation

to the market of competing governmental entities. Personnel budgets in departments include current funding

levels plus market required adjustments necessary to attract and retain good employees:

e Merit increases (2.5%)

e Market adjustments

e Career series advancements

e Health insurance cost increases (6.3%)

e Utah Retirement System plan changes (decrease of 0.1 to Tier 1 firefighters — all other plans remained
the same).

e 401(k) Match (2%)

e Employee recognition & appreciation

Provo City Proposed Budget 2016-2017 8



Expenditures

Each department/division had the opportunity to submit supplemental requests as part of the Fiscal Year 2017
budget. Forty-eight requests were made for a total of $3,881,522. An amount of $1,463,254 has been funded
at this time either in FY2016 existing budget or the new FY2017 budget.

All departments and divisions continue to do the same or more with very limited personnel and operational
budget changes. The following specific areas have been added or changed significantly in the adopted budg-
et:

New positions:
e Three (3) police dispatchers, the first being filled on October 1%, 2016, the second on January 1%
2017 and then the third on April 15t 2017.
¢ Two zoning officers have been budgeted effective July 1, 2016.
* One new cemetery position, need to support new expansion area.
e General Fund Capital Improvement Replacement Plan
e RAP Funding
¢ Citywide Municipal Software System (Provo 360)
e Completion of the construction of a new fleet facility

The Recreation Center continues to exceed revenue expectations and is being used heavily by its customers.
Administration and the Municipal Council have a strong desire to have the funding necessary to adequately
maintain the facility so that it will be able to serve customers long-term and the facility can continue to feel
new and have equipment and services needed to keep up with current trends. In order to meet this need, this
will be the second year we have provided funding in the operational budget to maintain the building and
equipment over their useful life. Funds were added this year to include anticipated maintenance needs for the
outdoor pools. Any unused funds in any given year will be moved forward for future use at the Recreation
Center.

In addition to the Recreation Center, the General Fund has a number of facilities it maintains. The Admin-
istration and the Municipal Council have a strong desire to have the funding necessary to adequately maintain
the different facilities within the General Fund so that they will be able to serve residents long-term. In order
to meet this need, we have provided funding in the operational budget to maintain the buildings over their use-
ful life. Any unused funds in any given year will be moved forward for future use.

The budget includes funding from a Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) Tax that was approved by the voters in
November 2015. The proposed budget assumes the tax will generate approximately $1,306,002 in FY2017
for recreation and arts projects.

During fiscal 2016 the City selected and started the implementation of a Citywide Municipal Software Solution
(Provo 360). The primary funding source for these costs was provided by a 7-year lease. The Administration
has included in the budget the costs for servicing the lease payments and other ongoing costs related to the
project. The vision for Provo 360 is to provide our residents, businesses, students, employees, Administra-
tion, Municipal Council and visitors with a 360 degree view of the city at any time, from anywhere, and from
any device. The Provo 360 Core Team, Administration and the Municipal Council are working towards solu-
tions to make information requests and transactions accessible, easy and even enjoyable for our customer
while giving our Administration and Municipal Council the same 360 degree view to enable them to service,
resource, measure, refine and improve like never before.



Construction of a new fleet facility started in the fall of 2015 and is anticipated to be completed in the fall of
2016. A two-year funding plan was established in fiscal 2016 and the final funding for the new facility is part
of the proposed 2017 budget. The old fleet facility was unsafe and did not meet the needs of the City based
on the composition of the fleet. Some of the equipment (fire trucks, sanitation trucks, dump trucks) require
the need to have a higher clearance when working on them and at the current time requires the mechanics to
work outside. The fleet facility is an integral part of the City Emergency Response plan. The lack of an ade-
quate facility able to respond and maintain vehicles in times of emergency was very detrimental.

Other Funding

Funding is in place for a radio system upgrade and SCBA masks for the Fire Department.

The City established a Fleet Review Committee in fiscal 2015. One of the first tasks completed by the com-
mittee was a five-year financial plan to replace aging vehicles and to develop a rotation schedule that will
make the fleet more sustainable over the long-term. Fiscal 2017 will be the second year of the plan.

Provo City has been recognized as a community of choice by recent national accolades and the citizen sur-
vey results. Our goal is to provide residents with the services they need in an efficient and transparent man-
ner. | believe the budget process forces us to make difficult decisions and prioritize what items should be
funded. The City continues to make difficult decisions to reduce ongoing costs and to strengthen revenues.
The City has not only balanced its budget for the current fiscal year, but also continues to work with the Mu-
nicipal Council, citizens and employees to create a long-term sustainable budget. By making good financial
decisions that consider both the short-term and long-term impacts, Provo will become a stronger, healthier
community to live, learn, work and play.

We welcome and encourage your careful review of our recommended budget. We also welcome the input of
our residents as we proceed through the process of adopting the City’s annual budget. As always, our staff is
at your disposal to respond to questions and assist the Municipal Council in any way as you review the pro-
posed budget over the next several weeks. We believe that you will find this budget forward thinking and re-
sponsive to your concerns and aspirations as we plan together for the future of the Provo community.

Siyely yours,
e
A~ s /
John R. Curtis
, Mayor
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Municipal Council Priorities

1.Increased Zoning Compliance

2.Improve development approval process

3.Update General Plan

4.Support Economic Development — Remove Barriers

5.An approved budget that shows how all city programs are
viewed in terms of their contribution to one of the four city goals
(as identified by the council).

6.Encourage housing of different types to support residents in dif-
ferent life stages

7 .Clearly define City Policy and where it is found
8.Develop a vision and Master Plan for Provo’s west side

9.Facilitate public participation with the council

11



FY 2016 Budget vs Actual Positions

Actual  Actual . .

Organization Budgeted FT Budget PT T PT* Diff FT Diff PT
Airport 4 2 4 3 0 -1
CDBG 5 1 0 0 5 1
Community Development 24 1 24 0 0 1
Covey Center 4 3 4 23 0 -20
Customer Service 22 2 21 21 1 -19
Economic Development 4 0 4 0 0 0
Emergency Response 5 1 0 0 5 1
Employee Benefits 0 1 0 0 0 1
Energy 65 3 59 0 6 3
Engineering 15 0 16 3 -1 -3
Facilities 7 2 7 1 0 1
Finance 9 1 7 2 2 -1
Fire 80 0 80 0 0 0
Golf Course 3 0 0 0 3 0
Human Resources 8 1 7 2 1 -1
Ice Sheet 3 4 3 26 0 -22
Information Systems 14 5 13 3 1 2
Insurance/claims 1 0 0 0 1 0
Justice Court 11 1 11 1 0 0
Legal 10 3 11 7 -1 -4
Library 22 14 21 67 1 -53
Mayor's Office 8 1 9 6 -1 -5
Municpal Council 5 9 5 8 0 1
Parks Admin 4 3 4 1 0 2
Parks Maintenance 23 6 26 9 -3 -3
Parks Recreation 16 7 14 281 2 -274
Police 152 8 148 54 4 -46
Rental Rehab 0 0 6 0 -6 0
Sanitation 13 0 14 0 -1 0
Storm Drain 10 1 8 1 2 0
Streets 16 0 18 1 -2 -1
Tax Increment 1 0 0 0 1 0
Vehicle Maintenance 0 7 0 1 0
\Wastewater 29 1 23 0 6 1
Water 32 4 29 5 3 -1

Total 633 85 603 525 30 -440

*as of April 11, 2016

This chart shows the difference in part time positions is due to a difference in methodology in tracking positions. From a
budgeting perspective, dollars are allocated in large lump sums which allows flexibility in hiring and compensation. Actual

numbers reflect the number of people paid from those sums.
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Elected and Staff Positions

City Council

Gary Winterton
District 1
Present Term: 2016-2020

Kim Santiago (Chair)
District 2
Present Term: 2014-2018

Dave Knecht
District 3

) > | Present Term: 2016-2020
(Left Tco Right) Kay Van Buren, Dave Knech.t Kay Van Buren
Gary Winterton, George Stewart, Dave Harding District 4
Dave Sewell, Kim Santiago Present Term: 2016-2020

Dave Harding
District 5
Present Term: 2016-2018

Clty Administration Dave Sewell (Vice Chair)
City-Wide District |

Mayor—John Curtis Present Term: 2014-2018
Chief Administrative Officer—Wayne Parker George Stewart
Chief Deputy Mayor’s Office—Corey Norman City Wide District Il
Chief Deputy Economic Development—Dixon Holmes Present Term: 2016-2020
City Attorney—Robert West
Police Chief—John King
Fire Chief—Gary Jolley
Parks and Recreation—Scott Henderson
Library Services—Gene Nelson
Energy—Travis Ball
Community Development—Gary McGinn
Redevelopment—David Walter

Public Works—David Decker

Administrative Services—John Borget

Mayor John Curtis

Present Term: 2014-2018
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Provo City Vision 2030

In March 2010, Provo City formed a 20-member visioning steering committee to provide a long-term strategy for munic-
ipal decision making. The Mayor and the Municipal Council, along with the committee, defined a community vision
statement and eight core values that provide direction in setting measurable goals and objectives and provide guid-
ance on what Provo City should be by the year 2030.

Community Visioning
Provo — an inspiring place to live, learn, work, and play

We value:
Faith, respect, and service to each other and our community
e Individual responsibility

e Families and individuals
e Our environment and natural amenities

We support:

e Safe, desirable neighborhoods

e Avibrant economy and high-quality jobs
e Fiscally responsible governance

e Life-long education

Business
. T and Responsible
Safe City Education Economic Government
Vitality
Provo Values
D U Uy Y

With the guidance of the Community Vision Statement and the focus on the eight Provo Core Values, the steering com-
mittee provided policy direction and specific goals and objectives for each of the following topics:

Education Safety
Natural Resources Image and Communication
Families and Neighborhoods Transportation and Mobility
Prosperity Land Use and Growth
Healthcare Unity
Public and Non-Profit Partnerships Leisure
Heritage Governance
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Provo City Vision 2030—Accomplishment Tracking

To monitor our success at implementing goals and objectives of the Vision 2030 document, the following actions have

been completed or are in progress. To view the entire Provo City 2030 Vision document, please visit http://

www.provo.org/vision2030.html.

Action ltem

Objective 1.1.2 Create and maintain bike trail and
sidewalk systems that connect all parts of Provo.

Step Taken

In July 2015 the Municipal Council adopted the
Joaquin Neighborhood Plan as a component of the
Provo City General Plan.

Status

In Progress

A committee was created to review the Neighbor-
hood Advisory Board Program and make recom-
mendations for improving communication, reaching
all citizens and businesses, and redefining the pur-
pose of the program. An ordinance was adopted
in April 2015 that amended the purpose state-
ments.

In Progress

February 2015 the Municipal Council adopted the
Downtown Master plan, the second of the neigh-
borhood Joaquin Neighborhood Plan as a compo-
nent of the Provo City General Plan.

In Progress

A design for improvements to Bulldog Boulevard
from 500 West to West Campus Drive has been
proposed to provide protected bike lanes and addi-
tional pedestrian safety improvements; funding is
anticipated in FY 2019

In Progress

1.1.2(b) Conduct a study to investigate ways to
connect our trails and sidewalks city-wide.

A bike master plan has been completed and adopt-
ed by the City Council

Complete

1.1.2(c)Create an ongoing trail enhancement and
maintenance fund.

Parks & Recreation has a CIP budget dedicated to
maintenance of the Provo River Trail

In Progress

In November 2015, Provo voters approved a Rec-
reation, Arts and Parks tax which provides ongoing
funding for capital investment on the Provo River
Parkway trail.

In Progress

Objective 1.4.1 Use social networking, the Inter-
net, and other communications tools and technol-
ogy to involve all individuals in neighborhood dis-
cussions and activities.

City Council and Mayor blogs are up to date and
provide exciting, pertinent information for Provo
City residents and employees. Facebook and
Twitter are also used to provide information.

In Progress

1.4.1(a) Implement an opt-in email program.

The mayor’s office maintains an email mailing list
for communication with citizens.

Complete

Various city departments and the Municipal Coun-
cil are also creating opt-in email programs for
newsletters and other public outreach.

In Progress

1.4.2(b) Develop town and gown strategies to fos-
ter involvement and inclusion of the student popu-
lation.

Launched Provo4Students.org to support Provo-
student interactions.

In Progress

1.5.1(a) Adequately fund and support Community
Oriented Police programs.

The Police Department currently employs Commu-
nity Oriented Police Programs

Complete

1.6.1(a) Support Provo’s Urban Forestry Program.

The Energy Department employs a full-time forest-
er and tree crews to manage Provo’s urban forest.

Complete
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Action Item Step Taken Status
1.6.4(b) Work with UDOT to improve freeway sign- | Signage on I-15 has been improved designating Complete
age (such as Center Street Provo vs. Center Provo Center street specifically.

Street Orem).

1.7.1(a) Maintain and utilize a subscriber-based The mayor’s office maintains an email mailing list | Complete

email system for notification and dissemination of |for communication with citizens.

information.

1.7.1(b) Improve access to public meetings Public meetings are now available on YouTube. Complete

through Channel 17 and the Internet.

Objective 2.1.1 Identify exceptional areas that March 2015 the council approved annexation of In Progress

would benefit from area specific master plans, 3.15 acres located at 5050 North Canyon Road.

where the city would conduct a detailed land-use | The annexation is part of the city’s overall annexa-

analysis. The objective is for a plan for every tion plan.

neighborhood.

Objective 2.4.1 Determine the appropriate type, July 2014 the council adopted the South Down- In Progress

level, and location of economic development initia- |town Community Development Project Area Plan

tives for Provo City. to assist in identification of future redevelopment
activities in the downtown area.

The city is currently focusing efforts on East Bay, |In Progress
Mountain Vista, TOD area, and the Airport. Results

include 4 industrial projects and $3.5 million grant

for the airport.

Objective 3.1.1 Work toward implementing Chap- | May 2015 the council approved the purchase of 80 | In Progress

ter Seven of Provo City’s General Plan, the Parks |acres in Rock Canyon.

Master Plan, which includes the even and fair dis- - -

tribution of park space throughout the city. FY 2016-17 budget includes funding for tree plant- |In Progress
ing and upgrades to park lighting.

Objective 3.2.2 Ensure that trail heads at Little The Parks and Recreation Department are current- | In Progress

Rock Canyon, Rock Canyon, and Slate Canyon ly constructing a developed park at the trail head

have trails that connect to the Bonneville- for Slate Canyon connecting it to the Bonneville

Shoreline, Great Western, Provo River, and South |shoreline trail.

Fork trails.

3.3.2(a) Include in the community center, an in- The Recreation center has indoor meeting spaces |Complete

door gathering space with facilities for theater, arts | sufficient for theater, arts exhibits, and classrooms.

::gl:be'ts’ classrooms and outdoor performing The library completed an art gallery. Complete
The Covey Center continues to offer a variety of Complete
performing spaces.

Objective 3.6.1 Build a city recreation facility which |In FY14 the city opened the new Recreation Cen- |Complete

will: sDevelop a sense of community *Foster a ter

healthy lifestyle and wellness *Enhance civic

pride *Be versatile and adaptable to meet the

needs of all elements of the community

Objective 3.8.1 Educate and inform voters of the | The RAP tax will be on the ballot during FY16 Complete

options of creating a RAP tax for ongoing recrea-
tional funding, with the intent of putting this on the
ballot.
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Action Item Step Taken Status
Objective 4.1.4 Encourage resource preservation | The council passed a resolution in June 2014 ex- | In Progress
through greater participation in recycling and en- | pressing support for the Provo Sustainability and
ergy conservation efforts. Natural Resources Committee.
In September 2014 the council and administration |In Progress
approved a resolution supporting a thorough re-
search of Tier 3 gasoline and exploration of other
possible air quality enhancements for Utah by
state legislators.
Objective 4.3.2 Manage watersheds for the pro- | January 2015 council adopted a resolution amend- | In Progress
tection of drinking water sources and protect the |ing the water system master plan to account for
water quality of surface waters. d]fferlng growth patterns and changing economic
circumstances.
The Water Division issued bonds to improve infra- |In Progress
structure for the residents of Provo. A portion of
the bond monies will be used to build a new stor-
age reservoir, increasing the total amount of water
storage available.
4.5.1(a) Encourage establishment of a nature pre- | A Provo River preservation effort is currently un- In Progress
serve encompassing Provo Bay and its surround- |derway under the direction of a multi-agency effort.
ing wetlands while allowing compatible uses, such
as, boating, multiple public access points, board-
walks, hunting, fishing and other similar recrea-
tional activities.
Objective 4.7.2 Implement new advances in elec- |In FY16 the Energy Department will begin deploy- |In Progress
trical energy delivery and control systems (i.e., ing Automated Metering Infrastructure (Smart Grid)
smart grid, smart houses) as they become practi- |throughout the city with an estimated completion
cal and economically feasible. date in FY17.
Objective 4.7.3 Work with residential, commercial, | The Energy Department hired a full-time energy In Progress
educational and industrial customers to identify efficiency specialist to administer in-home audits
and implement energy savings through increases |and subsidies for efficiency upgrades.
in consumption efficiency and reduction in use of
energy in a cost-effective manner.
Objective 4.7.4 Cooperate with customers who Net metering continues to grow each year where Complete
privately generate renewable energy resources customers deploy private solar panels and receive
(i.e., wind, solar). a credit on their energy bill.
Objective 4.8.2 Seek opportunities for consumer |In FY15 RenewChoice was launched which ena- | Complete
alternatives to purchase energy from renewable bles customers to purchase renewable energy for
resources. their homes or businesses.
5.4.2(b) Establish a Provo City Innovation Center |A business incubator has been established in Pro- | Complete
to synergistically host and support incubation ac- |vo and the Economic Development department
tivities of local entrepreneurs. aids its efforts through the administration of pro-
grams.
6.2.1(a) Provide physical exercise facilities and The Parks and Recreation department supports Complete

recreation activities to involve children and adults
in encouraging regular physical activity.

sports programs and regular fitness classes
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Action Item Step Taken Status
6.2.1(c) Enhance Provo City infrastructure for A bike master plan has been completed and adopt- | In Progress
supporting bicycling and walking. ed by the City Council

An ambitious redesign of Bulldog Boulevard is un- |In Progress
derway to provide protected bicycle lanes. A multi-
use path was added to the Lakeview Parkway pro-
ject from 1-15 to the Provo Airport.
Objective 6.3.1 Provide all households important | Funding for additional Power Cots will allow safer |In Progress
information explaining what to do before, during, |transfers into and out of ambulances for emergen-
and after major emergencies—earthquakes, wild- |cy responders and patients.
fires, flooding, extreme weather, mass violence, The Everbrid tificati ¢ c let
pandemic influenza, and other communicable dis- |. € tverbriage emergency notilication system was | Lomplete
eases implemented during FY 16 which allows enhanced
' reverse 911 and additional emergency notification
options for Provo residents.
Objective 6.4.2 Promote the use of zero or re- Clear the Air Challenge for July 2014, a joint reso- |In Progress
duced emission transportation using bicycles, lution was approved to encourage city employees
electric vehicles. mass transit. etc and other residents to find ways to improve air
’ S quality by using alternative travel methods.
In June of 2014 the Municipal Council passed a In Progress
resolution supporting a Bus Rapid Transit route
alignment through Provo City.
January 2015 the council and administration ap- In Progress
proved a joint resolution encouraging the State of
Utah to address comprehensive transportation
funding to support local transportation needs and
provide for future growth.
Objective 7.2.1 ldentify important historical sites | Funding was included to facilitate the Provo City In Progress
located throughout the city, even those where Center Temple Open house event.
structures no longer exist, and preserve the histo-
ry of the site.
Objective 8.1.1 Maintain a brand and image for Provo City now has a consistent brand developed |Complete
Provo City by a private consulting firm.
8.2.3(a) Identify and allocate marketing budget to | FY16 includes funding for an out-of-state market- |In Progress
cover initial and annual marketing program ex- ing campaign.
penses.
8.2.4(a) Create a plan for on-going brand man- Provo now employs full-time staff to support the In Progress
agement and ROl assessment. brand with multimedia aids.
9.3.1(b) Identify or provide incubator space for Provo provided a no-interest loan to the Candy Complete

early stage businesses until they are more mature
and can afford market rents and leases.

Startup to facilitate its transition to a start up cen-
ter. The city organizes weekly events and other
programs to promote the startup community.
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Action Item Step Taken Status
Objective 9.3.2 Develop and maintain a city-wide |In September 2014 the municipal council approved | Complete
Economic Development Strategic Plan that identi- |funding for a retail strategy study to review, ana-
fies new employment and retail opportunities. lyzed, and recommend retail strategies for retail
centers within Provo.
In FY14 and FY15 Provo contracted consulting Complete
firms to establish “Provo Strategy” to identify spe-
cific goals and a retail strategy.
July 2014 the municipal council enacted a mobile |In Progress
food business ordinance to regulate the licensing
and operations of mobile food businesses.
9.6.1(a) Put all necessary elements for commer- | Parking has been improved at the Airport. In Progress
cial regional transportation into place, i.e., market-
ing, terminal/baggage, ground transportation,
Objective 11.1.2 Work in proactive partnership In January 2015 the municipal council and admin- |In Progress
with neighboring jurisdictions, civic and religious |istration approved a joint resolution encouraging
groups, and law-abiding citizens to actively patrol |parents to speak with their youth about the dan-
and police neighborhoods. gers of Fight Nights in order to help ensure the
health, safety, and welfare of our children.
FY 2016 includes Funding for three additional po- |In Progress
lice officers.
Objective 11.1.2 Work in proactive partnership The Everbridge emergency notification system was | Complete
with neighboring jurisdictions, civic and religious | installed this year to provide greater interaction
groups, and law-abiding citizens to actively patrol | With Citizens and neighborhoods.
and police neighborhoods. The Recreation Center has been designated as Complete
the EOC for Provo City
12.5.2(a) Work with the efforts for creating an im- | Provo hired consultants to develop a wayfinding In Progress
age and brand the city to identify a sign plan or program for the city. Deployment of the signage is
design that is consistent with the image and in progress.
branding efforts.
Objective 12.6.1 Provide direct routes to and from | The west-side connector with access to the airport |In Progress
the airport and alternative methods for public began in FY14 and is expected to be completed in
transportation. FY16
13.4.1(a) Utilize the new Senior Center by provid- | The senior center section of the recreation center | Complete
ing on-going educational programs that aid the offers enrichment classes for elderly citizens.
seniors in health-care, religious courses (for all
denominations), and other classes with emphasis
on cultural and religious unity that are requested
by them.
Objective 14.1.1 Post important government docu- | Publicly available documents are all posted online. | Complete
ments, including official transactions, legislation,
policy, procedures, and performance measures,
online with easy search capability.
Objective 14.1.2 Enhance government services to | Customer service has consolidated many requests | In Progress

citizens by creating convenient one stop service
centers in government buildings and online.

made of the city.
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Action Item Step Taken Status
Objective 14.2.2 Encourage each government A 10-year projection is conducted each fiscal year |Complete
entity to develop ten-year or longer financial plans |to analyze future financial stability
that demonstrgte th.e impact of current decisions | \aster plans for most city utilities are underway or | In Progress
on long-term financial sustainability. have been recently completed, detailing increased
revenue needs over a 20 year period.
Objective 14.3.1 Encourage government entities | The Police Department currently offers a citizen In Progress
to create citizen academies to develop groups of |academy. A general city-wide academy will be of-
well-informed citizens. fered in FY16.
The City began offering Provology 101, an 8-week |In Progress
citizens academy with a citywide emphasis.
Objective 14.3.2 Increase the diversity of resi- Efforts are ongoing and appointments have been |In Progress

dents and stakeholders serving on government
boards and commissions with the addition of mi-
norities, women, and a broader range of ages and
geographic locations to achieve broader represen-
tation and more balance.

made with the intent of increasing diversity of
boards and commissions. Appointments are for
shorter terms resulting in more rotation and greater
opportunity for diversity.
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Basis of Budgeting

This budget document is prepared using the modified-accrual basis for all funds, the same basis used to prepare the
City’s financial statements in the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report. The modified accrual method is a govern-
mental accounting method where revenue is recognized when it becomes measurable and available. Expenditures are
typically recognized in the period in which the liability is incurred. Budgets are prepared annually, with regular review
with each department director. All funds included in the budget book are legally appropriated by the Municipal Council.

Budget Administration and Methodology

Provo City’s Finance Division in the Administrative Services Department assists the Mayor in preparing the city’s budg-
et, following regulations from the Utah State Auditor’s Office and within approved guidelines listed in the Utah Municipal
Code 10.6 Uniform Fiscal Procedures for Utah Cities. The budget team works closely together to present to the Munici-
pal Council a balanced budget. The balanced budget methodology means that revenue is greater than expenditures,
revenue equals expenditures, or revenue and appropriated fund balance equals expenditures. An approved budget is
required for any fund that will have expenditures throughout the year. Further budget policies and processes will be dis-
cussed throughout the budget book.

Budget Preparation

Preparation for the Fiscal Year 2016 budget began in April 2014 with the Mayor, CAO and administrative team along
with a Citizen Budget Committee that was created by the Municipal Council. The administrative budget team presented
budget and financial training to the committee members that covered various topics such as: Fiscal Year 2015 Budget
document in detail, Governmental and financial reporting relating to the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report
(CAFR), Single Audit Report, Popular Annual Financial Report (PAFR), Quarterly Report, and Principles of Financial
Management. The committee has focused on the following topics: Citizen Engagement in creating a long-term, sustain-
able structural budget, user fees, utility rates, sales and property taxes, and city-wide capital improvement needs. IN
January 2015, the administrative budget team met with City administration on a bi-weekly basis to continually review
updated revenue forecasts, budgeted shortfalls and other challenges.

Budget Approval

Once the budget process is complete, the Mayor presents the completed budget to the Municipal Council by the first
Tuesday in May. The Council then reviews the budget and presents any questions or concerns to administration. Two
public hearings are held in the month of June during regularly scheduled council meetings. Per Utah State Code, the
budget must be adopted by resolution by June 22nd of each fiscal year, unless the City is planning on Truth in Taxation.
If the city holds a Truth in Taxation hearing, the budget must be adopted by August 17th. Once the budget is adopted,
this becomes the legal working budget for each department/division in the city.

The budget resolution presented to the council provides the budget staff with the ability to make changes to the budget
throughout the fiscal year. The resolution provides for the following:

e Authorization to carry outstanding encumbrances and project/grant balances from one fiscal year to the next, and
authorization to re-appropriate with the Mayor’s approval.

e Projects within the capital improvement funds cannot be deleted, changed in budget amount by more than 10% of
the original cost or $50,000, whichever is less, or new projects added without approval from the Municipal Council.

e Authorization to move budget appropriations along with needed expenditure adjustments including capital labor from
the individual enterprise funds to the corresponding capital improvement fund in conjunction with the capital expendi-
ture.

e Mayor is authorized to increase appropriations for revenues in excess of the adopted budget in the following areas:
Police & Fire reimbursable overtime, medical supply inventory, grants, cemetery fees received in Parks & Recreation
CIP Fund, Winterfest sales and donations, lease and interest revenue, new development street signs and street
overlays, impact fees, aid-to-construction, reimbursements, revenues in self-sustaining funds and donations.

e Mayor is authorized to transfer excess fund balances of funds subsidized by the General Fund, Justice Court, and
Trust and Agency back to the General Fund.
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Budget Presentation

Each fund or department’s financial report includes three years of actuals, the FY 2016 “adjusted” budget and the FY
2017 Proposed budget. The adjusted budget includes the FY 2016 adopted budget, any appropriations from the current
fiscal year, and carryover from the previous fiscal year, including capital project budgets.

Budget Timeline

December * Distribute 5-year capital improvement packets to departments
2015 Review revenue forecasts

* Review proposed Fiscal 2016 budget calendar with directors

HEIIUELR) * Distribute payroll schedules and budget worksheets to departments

5-year capital improvement packets returned to Budget Division
Review 5-year capital improvement packets and budget worksheet with
directors and administration

* Deliver and review 5-year capital improvement plan to Municipal Council

* Proposed budget worksheets are prepared based on recommendations
form Administration

* Review key issues of proposed budget with Municipal Council

* Finance Budget Team to prepare final proposed documents to be
presented to employees and Municipal Council

i1 AR

* Present proposed budget to employees and to the Municipal Council
* Directors budget briefings with Municipal Council

* Budget to be adopted by this date per State Code if not holding a Truth in
Taxation hearing June 22

* Review 10-year budget forecast

* Administration and Municipal Council budget sharing

Truth in Taxation hearings held

Budget to be adopted by August 17 per State Code if Truth in Taxation
hearing passes

Submit budget to Utah State Auditor’s office

Submit to GFOA for certification

B
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Principles of Financial Management

This fiscal policy is a statement of the guidelines and goals that will influence and guide the financial management prac-
tices for the City of Provo. A fiscal policy that is adopted, adhered to, and regularly reviewed is recognized as the corner-
stone of sound financial management.

Effective fiscal policies:

1.
2.

o0k w

Contribute significantly to the City’s ability to insulate itself from fiscal crisis.

Enhances short-term and long-term financial credit ability by helping to achieve the highest possible credit and bond
ratings.

Promotes long-term financial stability by establishing clear and consistent guidelines.

Directs attention to the total financial picture of the City rather than single issue areas.

Promotes the view of linking long-term financial planning with day-to-day operations.

Provides the Municipal Council and citizens with a framework for measuring the fiscal impact of government services
against established fiscal parameters and guidelines.

Following these principles will enhance the City’s image and credibility with the public, credit rating agencies,
and investors. Many people and businesses who deal with the City (including the rating agencies) take com-
fort knowing the City adheres to established guiding financial policies.

Policy changes may be needed as the City and its citizen base grow and becomes more diverse and com-
plex. It is important to regularly engage in the process of financial planning including reaffirming and updating
these financial guidelines. To these ends, the following fiscal policy statements are presented.

Fund Balance

Fund Balance is the difference between assets and liabilities reported in governmental funds. It is used to measure the
net financial resources available to finance future expenditures. The Governmental Accounting Standards Board speci-
fies the classification of fund balance. The components include: 1) non-spendable, 2) restricted, 3) committed, 4) as-
signed, and 5) unassigned. A definition of these components can be found in the Appendix. These classifications are
currently only used in the Governmental Fund types.

Municipalities may accumulate fund balances in any fund. However Utah Code 10-6-116 states the General Fund bal-
ance amount must be within the following limits: 5% of total revenues must be maintained as a minimum fund balance,
and the accumulation shall not exceed 25% of the total estimated revenue of the General Fund. The fund balance per-
centage will be calculated using the Utah State Auditors guidelines. The fund balance policy focuses on the assigned
and unassigned components of fund balance. Fund balance in excess of 25% should be used to 1) fund one-time ex-
penditures in the current year, 2) prepay existing City debt, or 3) transfer to a capital project fund to be used for capital
expenditures.

Governmental Funds

General Fund

1. The General Fund is the primary fund for the City. This fund is used to account for all financial resources not ac-
counted for in other funds.

2. The desired unassigned fund balances at the close of each fiscal year should be between 20-25% of the total budg-
eted revenues for the following fiscal year.

3. The City’s unassigned fund balance will be maintained to provide the City with sufficient working capital and a mar-
gin of safety to address local and regional emergencies without borrowing.

4. Inthe event of a declared fiscal emergency or other such global purpose as to protect the long-term fiscal security of
the City there may be a need to appropriate unassigned fund balance below the 20% policy level. In such circum-
stances, the City will;

a. Take measures necessary to prevent its use in the following fiscal year by increasing fees or taxes and/or

Provo City Proposed Budget 2016-2017 26



decreasing expenditures.

b.  Adopt a plan to restore the available fund balances to the policy level within 36 months from the date of the
appropriation. If restoration cannot be accomplished within such time period without severe hardship to the
City, then the Municipal Council will establish a different but appropriate time period.

5. The unassigned fund balance should not be used to support recurring operating expenditures.

6. The annual budgets for all City funds will be structurally balanced throughout the budget process. Recurring revenue
will equal or exceed recurring expenditures in both the Proposed and Adopted Budgets. If a structural imbalance
occurs, a plan will be developed and implemented to bring the budget back into balance.

7. The unassigned fund balance can only be appropriated by Municipal Council resolution.

Other Governmental Funds

1. Special Revenue Funds - used by the City to account for revenues derived from specific taxes, licenses and inter-
governmental grants which are designated to finance particular functions or activities in the City.

2. Debt Service Funds - used to account for the accumulation of resources for the payment of general obligation bonds
and for the accumulation of special assessments for the payment of special improvement bonds.

3. Capital Project Funds - used to account for resources designated to construct governmental capital assets which
may require more than one fiscal year for completion.

Proprietary Funds

Enterprise Funds

1. Enterprise Funds are used to account for operations that are financed and operated in a manner similar to private
business enterprises. Each individual Enterprise Fund has a capital improvement fund associated with it.

2. The existing enterprise funds account for construction; operation; maintenance; related debt; and property, plant and
equipment within each fund.

3. Airport, Energy, Golf Course, Sanitation, Storm Drain, Water, Wastewater, Utility Transportation are classified as
Enterprise Funds.

4. The desired fund balance at the close of each fiscal year should be 25% of the operating revenues for the following
fiscal year.

Internal Service Funds

1. Internal Service Funds are used to account for the financing of services provided by one department to other depart-
ments with the City.

2. Customer Service, Employee Benefits, Insurance/Claims, Fleet Management, Vehicle Replacement, Capital Re-
sources, Facility Services, and Computer Replacement, Telecom are classified as Internal Service Funds.

3. The desired fund balance for each fund at the close of each fiscal year should be as listed:
a. Customer Service - $50,000 with excess being returned to contributing departments.
b. Employee Benefits - $2 Million with excess being returned to contributing departments.

c. Insurance/Claims — $1.5 Million minimum with a maximum of $3 Million with excess being returned to con-
tributing departments.

d. Fleet Management - $200,000 with excess being returned to contributing departments.
e. Facility Services - $100,000 with excess being transferred to the General Capital Improvement Fund.

f. Computer Replacement — no limit. Departments are allowed to accumulate up to % of their computer re-
placement needs in this fund.

g. Telecom —no limit. Fund balance will be used to provide a network that meets City needs. Any excess fund
balance will be maintained to provide funding for bond payments at the end of the term so the telecom debt
service fee may be eliminated early.
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Fiscal Planning and Budgeting

The budget is one of the most important documents the City prepares since it identifies the services to be provided and
how the services are to be financed.

Budget Process

1. The Mayor shall provide annually a Budget Preparation Schedule outlining the preparation timelines for the pro-
posed budget.

2. Budget packages for the preparation of the budget, including forms and instructions, shall be distributed to City de-
partments to complete. Departments shall prepare and return their budget proposals to the City Budget Officer as
required in the Budget Preparation Schedule.

3. The budget that will be submitted by the Administration shall be submitted to the Municipal Council on the first Tues-
day in May and will be in compliance with state and City legal requirements.

4. The Municipal Council will budget revenues and expenditures on the basis of a fiscal year which begins July 1 and
ends on the following June 30.

5. The City Budget Staff will prepare a budget in accordance with the guidelines established by the Government Fi-
nance Officers Association in its Distinguished Budget Award Program.

6. The annual fiscal plan will contain the following:

Revenue estimates by major category

Expenditure estimates by program levels and major expenditure categories

Debt service summarized by issues detailing principal and interest amounts by fund
Proposed personnel staffing level

A detailed schedule of capital projects

Overhead charges allocation methodologies are designed and used to reasonably allocate the cost of inter-
nal service fund expenses to line departments; charge for service formulas should be calculated to fairly al-
locate these internal services costs among line departments and functions.

g. Any additional information, data, or analysis requested of management by the Municipal Council
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7. The Municipal Council will adopt the budget no later than June 22; if a Truth in Taxation hearing is necessary adop-
tion must take place by August 17.

Budget Policies

1. The City will fund current expenditures with current revenues and other resources.

2. The encumbered balances (open purchase orders) w